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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION 5
Doc':ket NO.V“W" 5@4 “C“.?é?

ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER BY
CONSENT PURSUANT TO
SECTIONS 104, 107 & 122

IN THE MATTER OF:

KERR-MCGEE KRESS CREEK/WEST BRANCH
OF DUPAGE RIVER SITE AND :
KERR-MCGEE SEWAGE TREATMENT

PLANT SITE. OF THE
_ COMPREHENSIVE
WEST CHICAGO AND ENVIRONMENTAL

DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS RESPONSE, COMPENSATION,
AND LIABILITY ACT, as

RESPONDENT :

~amended,
KERR-MCGEE CHEMICAL, LLC. 42 U.S.C. §§ 9604,9607
: and 9622

"I. JURISDICTION AND GENERAL PROVISIONS

1. This Administrative Order by Consent (the "Order") is
entered voluntarily by the United States Environmental Protection
Agency ("U.S. EPA") and Respondent Kerr-McGee Chemical, LLC
(*Respondent”). The Order is issued pursuant to the authority
vested in the President of the United States by Sections 104, 107
and 122 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended ("CERCLA")

42 U.S.C. §§ 9604, 9607 and 9622. This authority has been
delegated to the Administrator of the U.S. EPA by Executive Order
No. 12580, January 23, 1987, 52 Federal Register 2923, and
further delegated to the Regional Administrators by U.S. EPA
Delegation Nos. 14-14-A, 14-14-C and 14-14-D, and to the
Director, Superfund Division, Region 5, by Regional Delegation
Nos. 14-14-A, 14-14-C and 14-14-D.

2. This Order requires Respondent to conduct a Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study ("RI/FS") to investigate the
nature and extent of contamination and to develop and evaluate
potential remedial alternatives at the Kress Creek/West Branch of
DuPage River Site (“Kress Creek Site”).and at the river portion
of the Sewage Treatment Plant Site (“STP River 0OU”). This Order
also requires Respondent to conduct an RI at the upland portion
of the STP Site (“STP Upland OU”). The Kress Creek and STP Sites"
are located in West Chicago and DuPage County, Illinois, and are
generally depicted in Appendix 1. ‘

3. Excluding certain areas in the Kress Creek Site located
between the Warrenville and McDowell Dams, Respondent already has
significantly characterized the Sites, including drilling over
15,000 borings to delineate the extent of contamination. In
October of 2002, Respondent submitted to U.S. EPA a
Characterization Report that sets forth the results of



Respondent’s prior characterization work on the Kress Creek Site
and the STP River OU. Respondent also has significantly
characterized the STP Upland OU. Respondent may use its prior
characterization efforts in completing the RI because Respondent
has demonstrated that such work conformed to U.S. EPA guidance
regarding sampling, quality assurance/quality control, data
validation, and chain of custody procedures. U.S. EPA also has
performed significant characterization work at the Sites.
Respondent shall include an evaluation of that data in completing
the RI. This Order does not contemplate duplication of prior
efforts.

4. In October and November of 2002, Respondent submitted
to U.S. EPA two reports, one styled “Conceptual Design Report”
and the other styled “Reach-Specific Alternatives Evaluation
Report.” 1In March 2003, Respondent submitted an additional
report styled “Conceptual Design Report Addendum - Reach 8.
Respondent may utilize appropriate information contained in those
reports to prepare its Feasibility Study. Moreover, Respondent
has removed radionuclides from two related sites - the
Residential Areas site (“RAS”) and the Reed-Keppler Park (“RKP”)
site - through excavation and off-site disposal at a facility in
Utah licensed to accept radionuclides. Respondent may utilize
relevant knowledge and experience acquired in conducting those
removals to prepare its Feas1b111ty Study.

5. Under Section VIII of this Order, Respondent has agreed
to pay to U.S. EPA all Oversight Costs relating to this Order.
Respondent reserves, and its payment of these Oversight Costs is
without prejudice to, all rights Respondent may have with respect
to any claim or cause of action by the United States for payment
of any and all costs not specifically included in the definition
of Oversight Costs in Paragraph 41.

. 6. A copy of this Order will be provided to the State of
Illinois, which has been notified of the issuance of this Order.
U.S. EPA has also notified the .federal natural resource trustees
of the negotiations in this action pursuant to the requlrements
of Section 122(j) of CERCLA.

7. Respondent agrees to undertake all actions required by
the terms and conditions hereunder, and consents to and will not
contest or legally challenge the issuance of this Consent Order
or U.S. EPA's jurisdiction regarding this Consent Oxrder.

8. Respondent’s participation in this Order shall not
~constitute an admission of liability or of U.S. EPA's Flndlngs of
Fact or Conclusions of Law and Determinations contained in this
Order except in a proceeding to enforce the terms of this Order.
Respondent agrees to comply with and be bound by the terms of’
this Order. Respondent further agrees that in a proceeding to



enforce the terms of this Order, it will not contest the basis or
validity of this Order or its terms.

II. PARTIES BOUND

9. This Order applies to and is binding upon U.S. EPA and
-upon Respondent and Respondent’s heirs, receivers, trustees,
successors and assigns. Any change in ownership or corporate
status of Respondent including, but not limited to, any transfer
of assets or real or personal property shall not alter
Respondent’s responsibilities under this Order.

10. Commencing on the Effective Date of this Order and
continuing until the date of U.S. EPA’s notice of completion of
work pursuant to Section XVIII, Respondent shall ensure that its
contractors, subcontractors, and representatives receive a copy
of this Order and comply with this Order. Respondent shall be
responsible for any noncompliance with this Order.  Respondent
shall provide a copy of this Order to any subsequent owners or
‘successors before ownership rights or stock or assets are
transferred in a corporate acgquisition, merger or sale.

III. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

11. In entering into this Order, the objectives of U.S. EPA
and Respondent are: (a) to determine the nature and extent of
contamination and any threat to the public health, welfare, or
the environment caused by the release or threatened release of
hazardous. substances, pollutants or contaminants at or from the
Sites by completing a remedial investigation; (b) to determine
and evaluate alternatives for remedial action to prevent,
mitigate or otherwise respond to or remedy any release or
threatened release of hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants at or from the Sites or facilities; by conducting a
feasibility study; and (c) to provide for the recovery of
oversight costs incurred by U.S. EPA with respect to this Order.

IV. FINDINGS OF FACT

' 12. Based on available information, including the _
Administrative Record in this matter, U.S. EPA hereby finds, and,
for purposes of enforceability of this Order only, Respondent
stipulates that the factual statutory prerequisites under CERCLA
necessary for issuance of this Order have been met. U.S. EPA's
findings and this stipulation include the following: '

a. The Sites are located in West Chicago and DuPage County,
Illinois. The Kress Creek Site is defined as follows:
(1) Kress Creek from the storm sewer outfall located south
of Roosevelt Road on the east side of the Elgin-Joliet and



Eastern Railway to Kress Creek’s confluence with the West
Branch DuPage River; and (ii) the West Branch DuPage River
from its confluence with Kress Creek to the McDowell Dam.
The STP Site includes two Operable Units and is defined as
follows: (i) the West Chicago Sewage Treatment Plant owned
and operated by the City of West Chicago located adjacent to
the West Branch DuPage River at Illinois ‘Routes 59 and 38,
Sarana Drive, West Chicago, Illinois (“STP Upland OU”); and
(ii) the West Branch DuPage River from the northern boundary
of West Chicago’s Sewage Treatment Plant to the West
Branch’s confluence with Kress Creek (“STP River 0U”).

These two Sites are depicted in Appendix 1. @ The Kress Creek
Site and the STP River OU have been conceptually divided
into eight “reaches” for purposes of characterization and
remediation. ‘

b. From approximately 1932 through 1973, the Sites became
contaminated with mill tailings resulting from thorium and
rare earths processing at the Rare Earths Facility (“REF”),
located in West Chicago, Illinois. . The mill tailings
contained radionuclides and heavy metals, including lead,
barium, chromium and cadmium. :

“C. The STP Site was listed on the National Priorities List
(“"NPL”) on August 30, 1990. 55 Fed. Reg. 35502. The Kress
Creek Site was listed on the NPL on February 11, 1991. 56
Fed. Reg. 5598.

d. Respondént is a successor to the companies that, from 1932
~to 1973, operated the REF, which was the source of the mill
tailings.

e. Respondent has undertaken removal actions at the RAS and the

RKP Site pursuant to Unilateral Administrative Orders
V-W-95-C-272 and V-W-96-C-364.

"f. .Consistent with Respondent’s Radioactive Material License
and amendments thereto, Respondent is authorized to
temporarily store radioactively-contaminated material
removed from the Sites at the REF, where the materials are
prepared . for shipping to an out-of- state fa01llty llcensed
to accept the materials.

V. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DETERMINATIONS

13. Based on the Findings of Fact set forth above, and the
Administrative Record in this matter, U.S. EPA has determined
that':



a. The REF, the Kress Creek Site and the STP Site are
"facilities" as defined by Section 101(9) of CERCLA, 42
U.s.C. § 9601(9).

b. Radionuclides, lead, barium, chromium and cadmium are
thazardous substances" as defined by Section 101(14) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14).

c. Respondent is a "person" as defined by Section 101(21) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(21)

d. Respondent is a successor to companies who allegedly

' (i) owned or operated a facility (the REF) from which there
was a release or threat of release of hazardous substances
to the Sites; and/or (ii) arranged for disposal. or transport
for disposal of hazardous substances at the Sites.
Respondent therefore may. be liable under Section 107(a) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607 (a).

e. The presence of hazardous substances at the Sites or the
past, present or potential migration of hazardous substances
currently located at or emanating from the Sites, or the
placement of hazardous substances from-the Sites onto
off-site areas constitute actual and/or threatened
"releases" of hazardous substances from a facility into the
"environment" as defined by Sections 101(8) and (22) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601(8) and (22)}.

E. The actions required by this Order are necessary to protect
the public health, welfare, or the environment, and are not
inconsistent with the NCP- and CERCLA.

VI. ORDER

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact, Conclusions of
Law and Determinations, and the Administrative Record for these .
Sites, it is hereby ordered and agreed that Respondent shall
comply with the following provisions, including but not limited
to all attachments to this Order, and all documents incorporated
by reference into this Order, and perform the following actions:

A. DESIGNATION OF CONTRACTOR, PROJECT COORDINATOR; AND
REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER.

14. Respondent has selected a contractor known as Blasland,
Bouck & Lee, Inc. (“BBL”) to perform the actions required by this
Order. If Respondent decides to retain a different or an
additional contractor(s) to perform any actions required by this
Order, Respondent shall notify U.S. EPA of the name and.
qualifications of such contractor(s) within 10 days prior to the



commencement of work by that contractor(s). U.S. EPA retains the
right to disapprove of any of the contractors and/or
subcontractors retained by Respondent. If U.S. EPA dlsapproves a
selected contractor, Respondent shall retain a different
contractor within 10 calendar days following U.S. EPA's
disapproval, and shall notify U.S. EPA of that contractor's name
and qualifications within 14 calendar days of U.S. EPA's
disapproval.

15. Respondent has designated Mark Krippel as its Project
Coordinator. Mr. Krippel shall be responsible for administration
of all Respondent’s actions required by the Order. If Respondent
decides to designate a different or an additional Project
Coordinator, U.S. EPA retains the right to disapprove of any
Project Coordinator named by Respondent. If U.S. EPA
disapproves a selected Project Coordinator, Respondent shall
designate a different Project Coordinator within 14 calendar days
following U.S. EPA's disapproval and shall notify U.S. EPA of
that person's name and qualifications within 14 calendar days of
U.S. EPA's disapproval. Receipt by Respondent’s Project
Coordinator of any notice or communication from U.S. EPA relatlng'
to this Order shall constitute receipt by the Respondent.

16. U.S. EPA has designated Rebecca Frey of the Superfund
Division, Remedial Response Branch, Region 5, as its Remedial
Project Manager ("RPM"). Respondent shall direct all submissions
required by this Order to the RPM along with the required copies
in accordance with Section XIX (Submittals/Correspondence).
Respondent is encouraged to make its submissions to U.S. EPA on
recycled paper (which includes 81gn1f1cant post-consumer waste
paper content where possible) and using two-sided copies.

17. U.S. EPA and Respondent, subject to Paragraph 15, shall
have the right to change their designated RPM or Project
Coordinator. U.S. EPA shall notify Respondent, and Respondent
shall notify U.S. EPA, as early as possible before such a change
is made, but in no case less than 24 hours before such a change.
The initial notification may be made orally but it shall be
promptly followed by a written notice within 4 calendar days of
oral notlflcatlon 7 -

B. WORK TO BE PERFORMED

18. Respondent shall develop and submit to U.S. EPA, with
copies to the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (“IEPA"™)
and the Illinois Emergency Management Agency, Division of Nuclear
Safety (“IEMA/DNS”) (collectively, the “State”), an RI report for
the Sites and an FS report for the Kress Creek Site and the STP
River 0OU, in accordance with the Statement of Work ("SOW") that
is attached as Appendix 2. The SOW is incorporated into and made
an enforceable part of this Order.
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19. The RI report and the FS report shall be consistent
with, at a minimum, U.S. EPA guidance entitled “Guidance for
Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under
CERCLA” (U.S. EPA, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response,
October, 1988) and any other guidance that U.S. EPA uses in
conducting an RI/FS. One of the remedial alternatives that
Respondent will evaluate in the FS will be the cleanup approach
agreed upon between Respondent and the affected communities, as
set forth in the October 2002 Conceptual Design Report, the
November 2002 Reach-Specific Alternatives Evaluation Report, and
the March 2003 Conceptual Design Report Addendum —~ Reach 8. The
description in the FS of the remedial alternative that reflects
the cleanup approach agreed upon between Respondent and the
affected communities will not be subject to modification by
U.S. EPA. :

20. RI Submissions related to Reaches 1-7 and STP Upland
"QU. In accordance with the SOW, for Reaches 1-7 of the Sites and
the STP Upland OU, Respondent shall submit the following
deliverables to U.S. EPA, with copies to the State, at the
following times:

"Draft RI Report . December 3, 2003

Final RI. Report , 21 days after

' ' receipt of U.S. EPA’'s
notification of revisions
on Draft RI Report

21. FS Submissions related to Reaches 1-7. In accordance
with the SOW, for Reaches 1-7 of the Sites, Respondent shall
submit the following deliverables to U.S. EPA, with copies to the
State, at the following times: :

Draft FS Report ) December 3, 2003

Final FS Report 21 days after receipt of
o U.S. EPA’s notification
of revisions on Draft FS

Report

22. Supplemental Characterization for Reach 8. By no later
than December 31, 2004, in accordance with the SOW, Respondent '
shall submit to U.S. EPA for review, with copies to the State,
supplemental characterization data for the areas within Reach 8
of the Kress Creek Site that were not previously characterized.
The submittal shall fully describe the work conducted and the
findings of the characterization work and shall supplement the
characterization report already prepared for all other
previously-characterized portions of the Kress Creek Site. The




characterization work for Reach 8 will use methods consistent
with those used to characterize Reaches 1-7.

23. Quality Assurance and Sampling

a. Prior to the Effective Date of this Order,
Respondent undertook significant characterization work at the
Kress Creek and STP Sites. By letter dated July 15, 2003,
Respondent submitted, for U.S. EPA approval, a document that
identified how Respondent had complied with and would continue to
comply with U.S. EPA guidance regarding sampling, quality
assurance/quality control (“QA/QC”), data validation, and chain
of custody procedures. In its July 15, 2003 document, Respondent
also identified the procedures that it intended to comply with
after July 15, 2003, to ensure that all sampling and
characterization work after July 15, 2003, conforms to U.S. EPA
guidance.

b. By letter dated August 26, 2003, U.S. EPA
determined that Respondent’s past characterization work had
conformed to U.S. EPA guidance regarding sampling, QA/QC, data
validation, and chain of custody procedures. U.S. EPA also
approved the procedures that Respondent indicated it would comply
with after July 15, 2003, to ensure that future sampling and
characterization work contlnued to conform to applicable U S. EPA
guidance.

24. Respondent shall demonstrate that BB&L (or any
subsequent contraé¢tor that Respondent retains) has a quality
system which complies with ANSI/ASIC E4-1994, “Specifications and
. Guidelines for Quality Systems for Environmental Data Collection
and Environmental Technology Programs,” American National
Standard, January 5, 1995, by submitting, within 14 days of the
Effective Date of this Order, a copy of BB&L’s (or subsequent
contractor’s) Quality Management Plan (“QMP”) for review and
approval by U.S. EPA. The QMP should be prepared in accordance
with “EPA Requirements for Quality Management Plans (QA/R-2),”
(EPA/240/B- 01/002 March 2001).

25. U.S. EPA (in consultatlon Wlth the State) may approve,
disapprove, require revisions to, or modify the documents that
Respondent must submit pursuant to Paragraphs 18, 20, 21 and 22;
provided however, that Respondent’s description in the FS of the
remedial alternative that reflects the cleanup approach agreed
upon between it and the affected communities will not be subject
to modification by U.S. EPA. If U.S. EPA requires revisions,
Respondent shall submit a revised document incorporating all of
U.S. EPA's required revisions within 21 calendar days of recelpt
of U.S. EPA's notlflcatlon of the required revisions.



26. In the event of U.S. EPA disapproval of the revised
submission, Respondent may be deemed in violation of this Order.
In such event, U.S. EPA retains the right to terminate this
Order, or any part or subpart herein, and conduct a complete
RI/FS or any portions thereof, and obtain reimbursement for costs
incurred in conducting these activities from Respondent.

27. - For the draft and final RI and FS reports, Respondent
shall include the following certification s1gned by a person who
- supervised or directed the preparation of that report:

Under penalty of law, I certify that, to the best of my
knowledge, after appropriate inquiries of all relevant
persons. involved in the preparation of this Report, the
information submitted is true, accurate, and complete.

28. Reporting. Respondent shall submit a monthly written
progress report to U.S. EPA, with copies to the State, concerning
actions undertaken pursuant to this Order. The progress reports
shall be submitted on or before the tenth day of each month v
following the Effective Date of this Order, and continuing until
the date of U.S. EPA’'s notice of completion of work pursuant to
Section XVIII, unless otherwise directed in writing by the RPM.
These reports shall describe all significant developments during
the preceding month, including the work performed and any o
problems encountered, and developments anticipated during the
next reporting period, including-a schedule of work to be
performed, anticipated problems, and actual or planned
resolutions of past or anticipated problems.

29. Additional Work. 1In the event that U.S. EPA or
Respondent determines that additional work is necessary to
accomplish the objectives of the RI and/or FS Reports,
notification of such additional work shall be provided to the
other party in writing. Any additional work which Respondent
determines to be necessary shall be subject to U.S. EPA's written
approval (in consultation with the State) prior to commencement .
of the additional work.. Respondent shall complete, in accordance
with standards,KSPecifications, and schedules U.S. EPA has
approved, any additional work that (i) Respondent has proposed,
and which U.S. EPA has approved in writing; or (ii) U.S. EPA has
determined to be necessary, and has provided written notice of
pursuant  to this paragraph.

C. ACCESS TO PROPERTY AND INFORMATION

30. Respondent shall provide or obtain access to the Sites
and off-site areas to which access is necessary to implement this
Order, and shall provide access to all records and documentation
related to the conditions at the Sites and the actions conducted
pursuant to this Order. Such access shall be provided to
U.S. EPA, IEPA, IEMA/DNS, and their employees, contractors, .
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agents, consultants, designees, and representatives. These

- individuals shall be permitted to move freely at the Sites and
appropriate off-site areas to which Respondent has access in
order to conduct actions which U.S. EPA determines to be
necessary. Respondent shall submit to U.S. EPA, with copies to
the State, upon receipt, the results of all sampling or tests and
all other data generated by Respondent or their contractor(s), or
on the Respondent’s behalf during implementation of this Order.

31. Where work or action under this Order is to be
performed in areas owned by or in possession of someone other
- than Respondent, Respondent shall use its best efforts to obtain
all necessary access agreements within 30 calendar days after the
Effective Date of this Order, or as otherwise specified in
writing by the RPM. Respondent shall notify U.S. EPA within 4
calendar days if, after using its best efforts, it is unable to
obtain such agreements. Respondent shall describe in writing its
efforts to obtain access. U.S. EPA may, in its discretion, -then
assist Respondent in gaining access, to the extent necessary to
effectuate the actions described herein, using such means as
U.S. EPA deems appropriate. Respondent shall reimburse U.S. EPA
for all costs and attorneys fees incurred by the United States in
obtaining such access.

D.  RECORD RETENTION DOCUMENTATION AVAILABILITY OF
INFORMATION.

32. Respondent shall preserve all documents and information
in its possession relating to work performed under this Order, or
relating- to the hazardous substances found on or released from
the Sites, for ten years following completion of the actions
required by this Order. At the end of this ten year period and
at least 60 calendar days before any document or information is
. destroyed, Respondent shall notify U.S. EPA that such documents
and information are available to U.S. EPA for inspection, and
upon request, shall provide the originals or copies of such
documents and information to U.S. EPA. In addition, Respondent
shall provide copies of any such non-privileged documents and
information retained under this Section at any time before
expiration of the ten year period at the wrltten request of

U.S. EPA : . .

33. If Respondent asserts a privilege in iieu of prov1d1ng
documents, they shall provide U.S. EPA with the following:
(1) the title of the document, record, or information; (2) the
date of the document, record, or information; (3) the name and
title of the author of the document, record, or information; (4)
the name and title of each addressee and recipient; (5) a
. description of the contents .of the document, record, or
information; and (6) the privilege asserted by Respondent.
However, no documents, reports, or other information created or
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generated pursuant to the requirements of this Order shall be
withheld on the grounds that they are privileged.

E. OFF-SITE SHIPMENTS

34. All hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants
removed off-site pursuant to this Order for treatment, storage or
disposal shall be treated, stored, or disposed of at a facility
in compliance, as determined by U.S. EPA, with the U.S. EPA"
Revised Off-Site Rule, 40 CFR § 300.440.

F. COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER LAWS

35. ‘Respondent shall perform all act1v1t1es required
pursuant to this Order in accordance with all the requirements of
all federal and state laws and regulations. U.S. EPA has
determined that the activities required by this Order are
consistent with the National Contingency Plan ("NCP").

36. Except as provided in Section 121 (e) of CERCLA and the
NCP, no permit shall be required for any portion of the
activities conducted entirely on-site. Where any portion of the
activities is to be conducted off-site and requires a federal or
state permit or approval, Respondent shall submit timely and
complete applications and take all other actions necessary to
obtain and to comply with all such permits or approvals.

37. This Order is not, and shali not be construed to be, a
permit issued pursuant to any federal or state statue or
regulation.

G. EMERGENCY RESPONSE AND NOTIFICATION OF RELEASES

38. If any incident, or change in conditions at the Sites,
during the activities conducted pursuant to this Order causes or
threatens to cause an additional release of hazardous substances
from the Sites or an endangerment to the public health, welfare,
or the environment, Respondent ‘shall immediately take all .
appropriate action to prevent, abate or minimize such release or
endangerment caused or threatened by the release. Respondent
shall also immediately notify the RPM or, in the event of her
unavailability, shall notify the Regional Duty Officer, Emergency
Response Branch, Region 5 at (312) 353-2318, of the incident or
Site conditions. If Respondent fails to respond, U.S. EPA may
respond to the release or endangerment and reserve the right to
recover costs associated with that response.

- 39. Respondent shall submit a written report to U.S. EPA
within 10 calendar days after each release, setting forth the
events that occurred and the measures taken or to be taken to
mitigate .any release or endangerment caused or threatened by the
release and to prevent the reoccurrence of such a release.
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Respondent shall also comply with any other notification
requirements, including those in CERCLA Section 103, 42 U.S.C.
§ 9603, and Section 304 of the Emergency Planning and Community
Right-To-Know Act, 42 U.S.C. § 11004.

VII. AUTHORITY OF THE U.S. EPA REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER

40. The RPM shall be responsible for overseeing the
implementation of this Order. The RPM shall have the authority
vested in an RPM by the NCP, including the authority to halt,
conduct, or direct any activities required by this Order, or ‘to
direct any other response action undertaken by U.S. EPA or
Respondent at the Sites. Absence of the RPM from the Sites shall
not be cause for stoppage of work unless specifically directed by
the RPM.

VIII. REIMBURSEMENT OF OVERSIGHT COSTS

41. Respondent shall pay all RI/FS Oversight Costs that
U.S. EPA incurs relating to the Sites that are not inconsistent
“with the NCP. "RI/FS Oversight Costs" shall mean costs incurred
by U.S. EPA after Septémber 30, 2003, relating to this Order,
including but not limited to direct and indirect costs related to
overseeing work performed under this Order, and reviewing or
developing plans, reports and other items pursuant to this Order.
U.S. EPA will send Respondent a bill for Oversight Costs on an
annual basis.

42. Respondent shall, within 45 calendar days of receipt of
a bill from U.S. EPA, remit a cashier's or certified check for
the amount of the bill made payable to the "Hazardous Substance
Superfund, " to the following address:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Superfund Accounting

P.0O. Box 70753

Chicago, Illinois 60673

Respondent shall simultaneously transmit a copy of the check to
the Director, Superfund Division, U.S. EPA Region 5, 77 West
Jackson Blvd., Chicago, Illinois, 60604-3590. Payments shall be
designated as "RI/FS Oversight Costs - Kress Creek/STP Sites” and
shall reference the Respondent’s name and address, the EPA site
identification numbers 05QS and 05QW and the docket number of
‘thlS Order.

43.  The total amount paid by Respondent pursuant to
Paragraph 41 shall be deposited in the Kerr-McGee West Chicago
Special Account within the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund to
be retained and used to conduct or finance response actions at,
in connection with, or in the vicinity of, the Kerr-McGee West
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Chicago Sites, or to be transferred by EPA to the EPA Hazardous
Substance Superfund

44. In the event that any payment is not made within the
deadlines described above, Respondent shall pay interest on the
unpaid balance. Interest is established at the rate specified in
' Section 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a). The interest
shall begin to accrue on the date of Respondent’s receipt of the
bill. Interest shall accrue at the rate specified through the
date of the payment. Payments of interest made under this
paragraph shall be in addition to such other remedies or
sanctions available to the United States by virtue of
Respondent’s failure to make timely payments under this Section.

45. If any dispute over costs is resolved before payment is
due, the amount due will be adjusted as necessary. If the
dispute is not resolved before payment is due, Respondent shall
pay the full amount of the uncontested costs into the Special
Account within the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund as specified
above on or before the due date. Within the same time period,
Respondent shall pay the full amount of the contested costs into
an interest-bearing escrow account. Respondent shall
simultaneously transmit a copy of both checks to the RPM.
Respondent shall ensure that the prevailing party or parties in
_the dispute shall receive the amount upon which they prevailed
from the. escrow funds plus interest within 20 calendar days after
the dispute is resolved.

IX. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

46. Unless otherwise expressly provided for in this Order,
the dispute resolution procedures of this Section shall be the
exclusive mechanism for resolving disputes arising under this
Order. The Parties shall attempt to resolve any disagreements
concerning this Order expeditiously and informally.

47. If Respondent objects to any U.S. EPA action taken
pursuant to this Order, 1nclud1ng billings for Oversight Costs,
they shall notify U.S. EPA in writing of their objection(s)

- within 10 calendar days of such action, unless the objection(s)
has/have been resolved informally. EPA and Respondent shall have
30 calendar days from U.S. EPA’s receipt of Respondent’s written
objection(s) to resolve the dispute through formal negotiations
(the “Negotiation Period”). The Negotiation Period may be
extended at the sole discretion. of U.S. EPA."

48. Any agreement reached by the Parties pursuant to this
“Section shall be in writing and. shall, upon signature by the
" Parties, be incorporated into and become an enforceable part of
this Order. If the Parties are unable to reach an agreement
within the Negotiation Period, the Director of the U.S. EPA
Superfund Division, Region 5, will issue a written decision on
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the dispute to Respondent. EPA’s decision shall be incorporated
into and become an enforceable part of this Order. Respondent’s
obligations under this Order shall not be tolled by submission of
any objection for dispute resolution under this Section.
Following resolution of the dispute, as provided by this Section,
Respondents shall fulfill the requirement that was the subject of
the dispute in accordance with the agreement reached or with
EPA’s decision, whichever occurs.

X. FORCE MAJEUéE

49. Respondent agrees to perform all requirements under
this Order within the time limits established under this Order,
unless the performance is delayed by a force majeure. For
purposes of this Order, a force majeure is defined as any event
arising from causes beyond the control of Respondent that delays
or prevents performance of any obligation under this Order
despite Respondent’s best efforts to fulfill the obligation.
Force majeure does not include financial inability to complete
the work, increased cost of performance, or normal weather
events . '

50. Respondent shall notify U.S. EPA orally within 5 days
after Respondent becomes aware of any events that Respondent
contends constitute a force majeure, and in writing within 30
calendar. days after Respondent becomes aware of any event which
"constitutes a force majeure. Such notice shall: identify the
event causing the delay or anticipated delay; estimate the
anticipated length of delay, including necessary demobilization
and re-mobilization; state the measures taken or to be taken to
minimize the delay; and estimate the timetable for implementation
of the measures. Respondent shall take all reasonable measures
to avoid and minimize the delays. Failure to comply with the
notice provision of this Section shall be grounds for U.S. EPA to
deny Respondent an extension of time for performance. Respondent
shall have the burden of demonstrating by a preponderance of the
evidence that the event is a force majeure, that the delay is.
warranted under the circumstances, and that best efforts were
exercised to avoid and mitigate the effects of the delay to the
satisfaction of U.S. EPA.

51. If U.S. EPA determines a delay in performance of a
requlrement under this Order is or was attributable to a force
majeure, the time period for performance of that requirement
shall be extended as deemed necessary by U.S. EPA. Such an
extension shall not alter Respondent’s obligation to perform or
complete other tasks requlred by the Order which are not directly
affected by the force majeure.

XI. STIPULATED AND STATUTORY PENALTIES
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52. Respondent shall be liable to U.S. EPA for stipulated
penalties in the amounts set forth in this Paragraph unless
excused under Section X (Force Majeure) or unless U.S. EPA, in
its unreviewable discretion, waives its right to demand all or a
portion of the stipulated penalties due under this Section. For
each calendar day, or portion thereof, that Respondent fails to
. fully perform any requirement of this Order in accordance with
the schedule established pursuant to this Order, Respondent shall
be liable as follows:

Penalty For . Penaltg For

Deliverable/Activity Days 1-7 > 7 Days
Failure to Submit $350/day . $1000/day
the Draft RI or FS

Report :

Failure to Submit $350/day | $1000/day
the final '

" RI or FS Report

Late Submittals of $200/day $350/day
of Progress Reports

Failure to meet any .$200/day : $350/day
other deadline in : :
this Order

53. . Upon receipt of written demand by U.S. EPA, Respondent
shall make payment to U.S. EPA within 20 calendar days and
interest shall accrue on late payments in accordance with
Section VIII of this Order ("Reimbursement of Oversight Costs").

54. Even if violations are simultaneous, separate penalties
shall accrue for separate violations of this Order. Penalties
accrue and are assessed per violation per day. Penalties shall
accrue regardless of whether U.S. EPA has notified Respondent of
a violation or act of noncompliance. The payment of penalties
shall not alter in any way Respondent’s obligation(s) to complete
the performance of the work required under this Order.

Stipulated penalties shall accrue, but need not be paid, during
any dispute resolution period concerning the particular penalties
at issue. If Respondent prevails upon resolution, Respondent
shall pay only such penalties as the resolution requires. 1In its
unreviewable discretion, U.S. EPA may waive its rights to demand
all or a portion of the stipulated penalties due under this
Section. ‘

55. - The stipulated penalties set forth above shall not be
the sole or exclusive remedy for violations of this Order and
shall not preclude U.S. EPA from pursuing any other remedy or
sanctions which are available to the agencies because of the
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Respondent’s failure to comply with this Consent Order. Should
Respondent violate this Order or any portion hereof, U.S. EPA may
carry out all or part of the required actions unilaterally,
pursuant to Section 104 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9604. Payment of
 stipulated penalties does not alter Respondent’s obligation to
complete performance under this Consent Order.

XII. RESERVATION OF RIGHTS

56. Except as specifically provided in this Order, nothing
herein shall limit the power and authority of U.S. EPA or the
United States to take, direct, or order all actions necessary to
protect public health, welfare, or the environment or to prevent,
abate, or minimize an actual or threatened release of hazardous
substances, pollutants, contaminants, or oil or hazardous or ’
solid waste on, at, or from the Sites. Further, nothing herein
shall prevent U.S. EPA from seeking legal or equitable relief to
enforce the terms of this Order. U.S. EPA also reserves the
right to take any other legal or equltable action as it deems
appropriate and necessary, or to require Respondent in the future
to perform additional activities pursuant to CERCLA or any other
applicable law. U.S. EPA reserves its rights in regard, to
claims, prior actions, orders, or agreements with Respondent.

The covenant not to sue by U.S. EPA set forth in Section XIV does
not pertain to any matters other than those expressly identified
therein. - The United States and U.S. EPA reserve, and this
Agreement is without prejudice to, all rights against Respondent
with respect to all other matters, including but not limited to:

a. liability for failure of Respondent to meet a
requirement of this Order;

b. liability for costs incurred or to be incurred that
are not Oversight Costs as defined in Paragraph 41 of
Section VIII of this Order;

: c. liability for 1njunct1ve relief or admlnlstratlve
order enforcemernit under Section 106 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606,
excluding work performed under the terms of this Order; ‘

d. c¢riminal liability; and
e. liability for damages for injury to, destruction

of, or loss of natural resources, and for the costs of any
natural resource damage assessments.
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XIII. OTHER CLAIMS

57. By issuance of this Order, the United States and
U.S. EPA assume no liability for injuries or damages to persons
or property resulting from any acts or omissions of Respondent.
The United States or U.S. EPA shall not be a party or be held out
as a party to any contract entered into by the Respondent or
their directors, officers, employees, agents, successors,
representatives, assigns, contractors, or consultants in carrying
out activities pursuant to this Order. . '

58. Except as expressly provided in Section XIV (Covenant
Not To Sue), nothing in this Order constitutes a satisfaction of
or release from any claim or cause of action against the
Respondent or any person not a party to this Order, for any
liability such person may have under CERCLA, other statutes, or
the common law, including but not limited to any claims of the
United States for costs, damages and interest under Sections
106(a) or 107 (a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(a), 9607(a). .

59. This Order does not constitute a preauthorization of _
funds under Section 111 (a) (2) of CERCLA, 42 U.S8.C. § 96l1l(a) (2).
Respondent waives any claim to payment under Sections 106(b),
111, and 112 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(b), 9611, and 9612,
against the United States or the Hazardous Substance Superfund
arising out of any action performed under this Order.

60. No action or decision by U.S. EPA pursuant to this
Order shall give rise to any right to judicial review except as
set forth in Section 113(h) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9613 (h).

XIV. COVENANT NOT TO SUE

61. Except as otherwise specifically provided in this
Order, upon issuance of the U.S. EPA notice referred to in
Section XVIII (Notice of Completion), U.S. EPA covenants not to
_sue Respondent for.judicial imposition of damages or civil
penalties or to take administrative action against Respondent for
any failure to perform actions agreed to in this Order except as
otherwise reserved herein.

62. Except as otherwise specifically provided in this
Order, in consideration and upon Respondent’s payment of the
Oversight Costs specified in Paragraph 41 of Section VIII of this
Order, U.S. EPA covenants not to sue or to take administrative
action against Respondent under Section 107(a) of CERCLA, 42
U.S.C. § 9607(a), for recovery of Oversight Costs, as defined in
Paragraph 41 of Section VIII, incurred by the United States in
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connection with this Order. This covenant not to sue shall take
effect upon the receipt by U.S. EPA of the payments requ1red by
Section VIII (Reimbursement of Oversight Costs). ‘

63. These covenants not to sue are conditioned upon the
complete and satisfactory performance by Respondent of its
obligations under this Order. These covenants not to sue extend
only to Respondent and do not extend to any other person.

XV. CONTRIBUTION PROTECTION

64. With regard to claims for contribution against
Respondent for matters addressed in this Order, the Parties
hereto dgree that Respondent is entitled to protection from
contribution actions or claims to the extent provided by Section
113(f) (2) and 122 (h) (4) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9612(f) (2) and
9622 (h) (4). The “matters addressed” in this Order are the work
that Respondent is required to perform pursuant to Section VI and
the Oversight Costs (as defined in Paragraph 41 of Section VIII)

. that Respondent is required to pay. Nothing in this Order
precludes Parties to this Order from asserting any claims,. causes
of action or demands against any persons not parties to this
Order for indemnification, contribution, or cost recovery.

XVI. INDEMNIFICATION

_ 65. Respondent shall indemnify, save and hold harmless the
United States, its officials, agents, contractors,
subcontractors, employees and representatives from any and all
claims or causes of action arising from, or on account of,
negligent or other wrongful acts or omissions of Respondent, its
officers, directors, employees, agents, contractors, or
subcontractors, in carrying out actions pursuant to this Order.
In addition, Respondent agrees to pay the United States all costs
incurred by the United States, including but not limited to
attorneys fees .and other expenses of litigation and settlement,
arising from or on account of claims made against the United
States based on negligent or other wrongful acts or omissions of
Respondent, its officers, directors, employees, agents,
contractors, subcontractors and any persons acting on its behalf
‘or under its control, in carrying out activities pursuant to this
Order. The United States shall not be held out as a party to any
contract entered into by or on behalf of Respondent in carrying
out activities pursuant to this Order. 'Neither Respondent nor
any such contractor shall be considered an agent of the United
States.

~ 66. The United States shall give Respondent noticé of any
claim for which the United States plans to seek indeémnification
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pursuant to this Section and shall consult with Respondent prior
to settling such claim.

67. Respondent waives all claims against the United States
for damages or reimbursement or for set-off of any payments made
or to be made to the United States, arising from or on account of
any contract, agreement, or arrangement between Respondent and
any person for performance of Work on or relating to the Sites.
‘In addition, Respondent shall indemnify and hold harmless the
United States with respect to any and all claims for damages or
reimbursement arising from or on account of any contract,
agreement, or arrangement between Respondent and any person for
performance of Work on or relating to the Sites.

XVII. MODIFICATIONS

68. Except as otherwise specified in Section VI (Work To Be
Performed), if any party believes modifications to any plan or
schedule are necessary during the course of this project, they
shall conduct informal discussions regarding such modifications
with the other parties. Any agreed-upon modifications to any
plan or schedule shall be memorialized in writing within 10
calendar days; however, the effective date of the modification
shall be the date of the RPM's oral direction. Any other
requirements of this Order may be modified in writing by mutual
agreement of the parties. Any modification to this Order shall
be ‘incorporated into and made an enforceable part of this Order.

» 69. If Respondent seeks permission to deviate from any
approved plan or schedule, Respondent’s Project Coordinator shall
submit a written request to U.S. EPA for approval (in
consultation with the State) outlining the proposed modification
and its basis.

70. No informal advice, guidance, suggestion, or comment by

U.S. EPA regarding reports, plans, specifications, schedules,. or
any other writing submitted by Respondent shall relieve
Respondent of its obligations to obtain such formal approval as
may be required by this Order, and to comply with all
requirements of this Order unless it is formally modified.

XVIII. NOTICE OF COMPLETION

71. When U.S. EPA determines that all work has been fully
performed in accordance with this Order, except for certain
 continuing obligations required by this Order (e.g., record
retention, payment of costs), U.S. EPA will provide written
notice to Respondent. '
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XIX. SUBMITTALS/CORRESPONDENCE

72. Any notices, documents, information, reports, plans,
approvals, disapprovals, or other correspondence required to be
submitted from one party to another under this Order, shall be
deemed submitted either when hand-delivered or as of the date of
receipt by certified mail/return receipt requested, express mail,
or facsimile in accordance with this section. = Correspondence and
communications from U.S. EPA and the State shall be addressed to:

Harold Holmberg

. Kerr-McGee Chemical LLC
Kerr-McGee  Center

P.O. Box 25861 v
Oklahoma City, OK 73125
Phone 405 270-3820

FAX 405 270-3439

.Email kmg.com

Mark Krippel »
Kerr-McGee Chemical LLC
800 Weyrauch St.

West Chicago, IL 60185
Phone 630 293-6331

FAX 630 231-3990

Email ng.com

Tom Goresen

Kerr-McGee Chemical LILC
123 Robert S. Kerr Ave.
Oklahoma City, OK 73102
Phone: 405 270-2857
Fax: 405 270-4101
Email: 9. com

J.T. Smith II

Covington & Burling

1201 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20004-2401
Phone: 202 622-5555

Fax: 202 622-6291

Email: "™~~~ --y.com

All cdrrespondence, communication, and submittals from
‘Respondent shall be directed to the following and additional
individuals they identify: .

Rebecca Frey
Remedial Project Manager
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United States Environmental Protection Agency
77 West Jackson Blvd., Mailcode SR-6J
Chicago, Illinois 60604 3590

- Phone (312) 886-4760
FAX (312) 886-4071
Email 3pa . gov

With copies to:

Thomas Williams

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
1021 North Grand Avenue East
Springfield, Illinois 62702

Phone (217) 815 223-1714

FAX (217) 815 223-1344

E-mail a.state. il . us

Richard Allen : :

Illinois Emergency Management Agency, Division of Nuclear
Safety

1035 Outer Park Dr.

Springfield, IL 62704

Phone (217) 782-1322

Fax (217) 524-6417

E-mail ' .state.il.us

Mary Fulghum
Associate Regional Counsel

U.S. EPA - Region 5

77 West Jackson Boulevard, C-14J
Chicago, Illinois 606064-3590
Phone (312) 886-4683
FAX (312) 886 0747
E-mail ~

W
[8}]

ov
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Gerald Karr

Illinois Attorney General’s Office
188 W. Randolph St., 20" Floor
Chicago, IL 60601

Phone (312) 814-3369

Fax (312) 814-2347

Email tate.il.us

XX. SEVERABILITY

73. If a court of competent jurisdiction issues an order
that invalidates any provision of this Order or finds that
Respondent has sufficient cause not to comply with one or more
provisions of this Order, Respondent shall remain bound to comply
with all provisions of this Order not invalidated by the court's
order.

XXI. EFFECTIVE DATE AND COMPUTATION OF TIME

74. The Effective Date of this Order shall be the date of
the signature of the Director, Superfund Division, U.S. EPA
Region 5. For the purposes of this Order, the term "day" shall
mean a calendar day. In computing any period of time under this
Order, where the last day of the period would-fall on a Saturday
or Sunday, the period shall run until noon, Central Time of the
following Monday. '

XXII. SIGNATORIES
75. Each undersigned representative of a signatory to this

Administrative Qrder on Consent certifies that he or she is fully
authorized to enter into the terms and conditions of this Order
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and to bind such signatory, its directors, officers, emploYees,
agents, successors and assigns, to this document. .

F Qth
Agreed this /X day of /lefﬁmbef‘ , 2003.

Kerr-McGee Chemical, LLC

BY __ /// , ﬁAMj\

24
Typed Name: Géorge D. Christiansen
Title: Vice President, Safety and Environmental Affairs
Address: P.0O. Box 25861

Oklahoma City, OK 73125

IT IS SO ORDERED AND AGREED

P
/ .
BY: . L DATE:: ”&1/03
Williaw/E. Muno, Director / !

Superflind Division United States
Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5
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APPENDIX 2

STATEMENT OF WORK FOR REMEDIJAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY
- AT THE KRESS CREEK/WEST BRANCH OF DUPAGE RIVER SITE
AND THE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT SITE

DuPage County, Illinois

November 2003

1.0 Purpose

This Statement of Work (SOW) sets forth the requirements for preparing a Remedial
Investigation (lil) Report and Feasibility Study (FS) Report for the Kress Creek/West Branch of
DuPage River (Kress Creek or KC) Site and the Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) Site (hereinafter
collectively referred to as “the Sites”) located in DuPage County, Illinois. The RI Report shall
evaluate and discuss the nature and extent of hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants at
the Sites, and shall provide sufficient data for development and evaluation of various remedial
alternatives. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) will prepare,
separate from the RI Report, the Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessments which
will assess potential risks at the Sites. As a result, the RI Report will not include a Baseline
Human Health Risk Assessment nor an Ecological Risk Assessment for the Sites. The FS Report
shall evaluate alternatives for addressing the impact to human health and the environment from
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants at the Kress Creek Site and the river portion of

the STP Site' (as established by the Baseline Risk Assessment conducted by USEPA).

The RI and FS Reports shall comply with all pertinent requirements and guidance including the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as
'~amended, and the National Oil and Haiardous‘Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) (40
CFR Part 300) as amended. Ata minimum, the RI and FS Reports shall be prepared consistent
with felevant portions: of the Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations ahd Feasibility
Studies Under CERCLA (USEPA, October 1988) which describes the RI and FS format and
required report content. Any other guidance that the USEPA uses in conducting or submitting
deliverables for a RI and FS, including any new guidance published during the conduct of the RI
and FS (which'USEPA will provide in a reasonable time frame prior to the submittal of final
deliyerables identified in this SOW), will be utilized to prepare the RI and FS Reports in

! An Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) for .a removal action at the bortion of the STP Site
encompassed by the West Chicago Sewage Treatment Plant was executed on- October 16, 2003.
Accordingly, that portion of the STP Site will not be considered in the FS Report.
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accordance with these guidance documents. A partial listing of pertinent guidance documents is

provided in Attachment A.

Kerr-McGee Chemical, LLC (Kerr-McGee) shall provide all personnel, materials, and services
necessary for preparing the RI and FS Reports at the Sites in accordance with the provisions of
this SOW. As provided for in CERCLA Section 104(a)(1), as amended by Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), USEPA will provide oversight of Kerr-McGee’s
activities. Kerr-McGee shall support USEPA’s activities related to the implementation of

oversight activities.

2.0  Site Description

The Kress Creek Site is defined as follows: (i) approximately 1.5 miles of Kress Creek from the
stormwater sewer outfall located south of Roosevelt Road on the east side of the Elgin-Joliet and
Eastern Railway to Kress Creek’s confluence with the West Branch DuPage Rivef (River); and
(ii) approximately 5.2 miles of the River from its confluence with Kress Creek to the McDowell
Dam. The STP Site is defined as follows: (i) the West Chicago Sewage Treatment Plant owned
and operated By the City of West Chicago located adjacent to. the River at Illinois Routes 59 and

A 38, Sarana Drive, West Chicago, Illinois; and (ii) approximately 1.2 miles of the River from the

northern boundary of West Chicago’s Sewage Treatment Plant to the West Branch’s confluence
with Kress Creek. These two sites are collectively known as the “Sites” in this SOW and are
depicted in Figure 2-1.  The river portion of the STP site includes those portions of the STP site
not addressed by the removal action conducted pursuant to the October 16, 2003, AOC.
Specifically, the river portion of the STP site includes all portions of the STP Site except for the

“upland” portlon of the site located to the west of the dashed line in Flgure 2-2.

Reach 8 of the Kress Creek Site is the portion of the site located between the Warrenville Dam
and the McDowell Dam. Kerr-McGee has already extensively characterized portions of Reach 8

and shall conduct additional characterization activities in the remaining portions of Reach 8.

The Sites consist of various tracts of land that include résidences property owned by religious
organizations, community parks, a county forest preserve, an operating sewage treatment plant
and other land belonging to local government agencies. Collectively, the Sites traverse Gunness
Lake, Manville Oaks Park, the Nichiren Shoshu Temple property, Roy C. Blackwell Forest

Preserve, the Wanrenvﬂle Cenacle Warrenville Grove Forest Preserve, McDowell Grove Forest
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Preserve, and encompass several bridges. Land type throughout the Sites ranges from residential

" to forest preserve/park.

3.0 Doéument Review
Kerr-McGee shall submit all documents or deliverables required as part of this SOW to the
USEPA, with a copy provided to the State Agencies, including the Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency (IEPA) and the Illinois Emergency Managemerit Agency - Division of Nuclear
Safety (IEMA-DNS), for review and apprdval by USEPA. After review of any plan, report, other
item, or portion thereof which is requiredv to be submitted for approval pursuant to this SOW,
USEPA, after reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the State, may: (a) approve, in
whole or in part, the submission; (b) require revisions to the submission; (c) modify the
submission; (d) disapprove, in whole or in part, the submission; or (¢) any combination of the
~above to conform the submission to the requirements of the AOC, this SOW, or RI/FS guidance.
If USEPA requires revisions to any document, USEPA may notify Kerr-McGee of the reqixired
revisions in writing or during meetings with Kerr-McGee, as appropriate. If USEPA requires
.r‘evisions,fKerr-McGee shall submit a revised submission incorporating all of USEPA’s required
“revisions within 21 calendar days of receipt of USEPA’s notification of the required revisions. If
Kerr-McGee and USEPA agree that-it would be beneficial to lileét during this time period to
mutually work on and agree upon a revised submission, then the parties shall do so within the

same 21 day time period, unless additional time is needed as agreed to in writing by both parties.

4.0 Scope
The five tasks to be completed under this' RI/FS SOW and a brief task description are provided
below. Each task is described in greater detail in later sections of this SOW.

Task 1: Comrﬁuhity Relations
Requirements of this task include Kerr-McGee providing technical assistance to USEPA, as
~ needed, for implementation of USEPA’s Community Relations Plan. This task is described in

more detail in Section 5.
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Task 2: RI Report
This task requlres Kerr-McGee to prepare and subrmt to USEPA, for review, a draft RI Report for
the Sites. Section 6 of this SOW describes i in more detail the requirements for preparation of the

RI Report, including the outline of the report.

Task 3: FS Report

This task requires Kerr-McGee to prepare and submit to USEPA, for review, a draft FS Report
for the Kress Creek Site and the river portion of the STP Site. Section 7 of this SOW describes in
more detail the requirements for conducting the evaluation and preparing the FS Report,
including the requirements fdr (a) develo'ping and screening remedial alternatives, (b) cénducting
_a detailed analys1s of alternatives, and (c) summarizing and presentmg in the FS Report steps (a)
and (b) above.

Task 4: Supplemental Characterization

This task requlres Kerr-McGee to prepare and submit to USEPA, for review, supplemental
characterization data for the areas located within Reach 8 of the Kress Creek Site that tequire -
additional charactenzatlon work during fall 2003 and early 2004. Section 8 of this SOW

describes the required elements of the supplemental characterization.

Task 5: Progress Reports
This task requires Kerr-McGee to submit written monthly progress reports to USEPA and the
State. Section 9 of this SOW describes the required elements of the progress reports.

5.0  Task 1: Community Relations ‘

USEPA has the responsibility of developing and implementing commum'ty relations éctivities for
the Sites. Critical components of the - community relations activities include conducting
.commumty interviews and developmg/updatmg a Community Relations Plan. Although
implementmg the Community Relations Plan is the responsibility of USEPA, if requested by. |
USEPA, Kerr-McGee shall assist USEPA by: providing infdrmatiqn regarding the Site histories;
partiéipating in public meetings; and assisting in preparing fact sheets for distribution to the
general public. All Kerr-McGee-conducted community relations activities shall be planned and,
develof)ed in coordination with USEPA. | '
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6.0 Task 2: Remedial Investigation Report ) v ‘

As provided in Attachment B (Schedule of Major Deliverables), Kerr-McGee shall submit to
USEPA, for review, a draft RI Report for the Kress Cfeek and STP Sites. The RI Report shall be
prepared consistent with the AOC and this 'SOW, and wiH be pfepared in accordance with the
outline provided below. The RI Report will provide information on the physical characteristics of
the Sites, discuss Site investigations the results of these investigations, and the nature and extent
of hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants at the Sites, and shall prov1de sufﬁclent data

for development and evaluation of remedial alternatives.
Outline of RI Report

Execdtive Summary

The Executive Sminnary shall provide a general overview of each component provided within the
RI Report. If shall contain a brief discussion of the Sites and a general discussion of the nature
and extent of potent'ial'hazardous substances, pbllutants or contaminants at the Sites. It shall also
explain that the RI Report does not include ‘Baseline Human Health. or Ecological Risk
Assessments for the Sites and that USEPA will prepare those risk assessments as a separate

document or documents.

Section 1. Introduction -
The introductory section will provide a discussion on the purpose of the report and contain Site
background and historical information. The following components will be included in this

section of the report:

1.1 Purpose of Report/Regulatory Background
1.2 Report Orgamzatzon
1.3~ Site Background -
1.3.1 Site Histories
1.3.2  Site Descriptions
1.3.2.1 Kress Creek/West Branch DuPage River Site
1.3.2.2 West Chicago Sewage Treatment Plant Site
1.3.3  Previous Investigations
1.3.4  Previous Remedial Activities
14 0vervzew of the RI Activities
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Section 2. Physical Characteristics of the Sites _
This section will include a detailed description of the physical'characteristics of the Sites
including a summary of available data from any field activities performed to obtain information
on demographic, topographic, and other physical characteristics. Information on physical
characteristics will be used to describe the environmental setting of the Sites and surrounding
areas, and will be used to define poténtial transport pathways and receptor populations. Speciﬁé

topics that will be included in this section are provided below.

2.1 Surrounding Land Use and Demographics
2.2 Topography
2.3 Meteorology
24 Surface Water Hydrology
24.1 General
2.4.2  Flow Patterns and Data
2.5 Geology
2.6 Soils/Sediment
2.7 Hydrggeology
" 2.7.1 Regional Hydrogeology
2.7.2  Site Hydrogeology
2.8 . Environmental Setting and Ecological Characteristics .
2.8.1 Terrestrial Ecology .
2.8.2  Agquatic Ecology
2.9 Natural Regional Background Radiation
2.9.1 Radiation Exposure
2.9.2  Radioactivity in Soil
2.9.3  Radioactivity in Groundwater

Section 3. Site Investigations

This section will describe those investigations performed to'identify and understand the extent of
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants in soils, sediment, groundwater, surface water,
and overall ecology at the Sites. Available analytiéal data obtained through these investigations
will also be presented in summary form. The following provides a detaile’d listix;g of those -
investigations that will be included in this section. The entity listed in parenthesis after the

investigation indicates the party that initiated and berformed the investigation.

3.1 Introduction ,
3.2 Radiological Field Studies
3.2.1 . 1993 Radiological Walkover Survey — KC & STP (USEPA)
3.2.2 1994 Radiological Walkover Survey - STP (USEPA)
3.2.3 1995 Radiological Walkover. Survey - KC (USEPA)
3.2.4  1997-2002 Surface Gamma Survey (Kerr-McGee)
3.2.5 1997-2003 Radiological Subsurface Delineation Drilling (Kerr-
McGee)
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3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

Soil/Sediment Investigations

3.3.1 1993 Soil Investigation — STP (USEPA4)

3.3.2 1993 Floodplain Soil:Investigation - KC (USEPA)
3.3.3 1994 Floodplain Soil Investigation - STP (USEPA)
3.3.4 1993 Sediment Investigation - KC (USEPA)

" 3.3.4.1 Geomorphological Sediment Sampling (USEPA)
3.3.4.2 Leachability Sediment Sampling (USEPA)
3.3.4.3 Biased Sediment Sampling (USEPA)
3.3.4.4 Storm Sewer Sediment Sampling (USEPA)
3.3.4.5 Background Sediment Sampling (USEPA)

3.3.5 1994 Sediment Investigation - STP (USEPA)

. 3.3.5.1 Geomorphological Sediment Sampling (USEPA)
3.3.5.2 Leachability Sediment Sampling (USEPA)
3.3.5.3 Biased Sediment Sampling (USEPA)
3.3.5.4 Outfall Sediment Sampling (USEPA)
3.3.5.5 Background Sediment Sampling (USEPA)

3.3.6 1995 Sediment Investigation - KC (USEPA4)

3.3.7 1996, 1998, 1999, 2000 Geotechnical Properties Survey (Kerr-
McGee)

3.3.8 1996, 1999, 2000, and 2001 Isotopic Activity Sampling Surveys
“(Kerr-McGee)

3.3.9 2000 Sediment Investigation (Kerr-McGee)

3.3.10 2002 Soil/Sediment Investigation (Kerr-McGee)

Groundwater Investigation

3.4.1 1993/1994 Groundwater Investigation - STP (USEPA)
3.4.1.1 Monitoring Well Installation
3.4.1.2 Groundwater Sampling
3.4.1.3 Water Level Measurements
3.4.2 1998/1999 Piezometer and Staff Gauge Surveys (Kerr-McGee)
3.4.2.1 Piezometer Installation .
3.4.2.2 Water Level Measurements .

-Surface Water Investigation

3.5.1 1993 Surface Water Investigation - KC (USEPA)
3.5.2 1994 Surface Water Investigation - STP (USEPA)
3.5.3 1998/1999 Piezometer and Staff Gauge and.Streamflow Velocity
Surveys (Kerr-McGee)
Ecological Investigation
3.6.1 Terrestrial Community Survey
.3.6.1.1 1993 Terrestrial Community Survey - KC (USEPA)
3.6.1.2 1994 Terrestrial Community Survey - STP (USEPA)
3.6.1.3 Wetlands Delineation (Kerr-McGee)
3.6.1.4 Tree Surveys (Kerr-McGee)
3.6.1.5 Plant Community Survey [DuPage County Board
' (Communities)]
3.6.1.6 2002 Summary of T errestrlaI Resource Surveys (Kerr-
McGee).

362 Aquatic Community Survey (USEPA)

3.6.2.1 1993 Aquatic Community Survey - KC (USEPA)

3.6.2.2 1994 Aquatic Community Survey - STP (USEPA)

3.6.2.3 2002 Summary of Aquatic Resource Surveys (Kerr-
McGee)
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Section 4. Nature and Extent of Contamination _

This section will provide an analysis of the data collected through investigations, including the

location, quantity and/or magnitude of the hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants, the

characteristics of such contaminants and the nature and extent of contamination. within the
" environmental media (i.e., soil, sediment, groundwater, surface water, and fish tissue) at the Sites.

Components to be provided in this section are listed below.

4.1 Introduction
4.2 Site-Specific Background
4.3 Upland STP Sample Data
4.3.1 Soil
4.3.1.1 Soil: Radiological Field Studies
4.3.1.2 Soil: Radiological Laborato;y Studies
4.3.1.3 Soil: Metals
4.3.1.4 -Soil: Organics
4.3.2 Groundwater
4.3.2.1 Groundwater: Radiological Laboratory Studies
4.3.2.2 Groundwater: Metals
4.3.2.3 Groundwater: Organics
44 Kress Creek/West Branch DuPage River Sample Data
4.4.1 Source Sample Data
4 4.2  Kress Creek/West Branch DuPage River Soil/Sediment Data
4.4.1.1 Soil/Sediment: Radiological Field Studies
4.4.1.2 Soil: Radiological Laboratory Studies
4.4.1.3 Soil: Metals
4.4.1.4 Sediment: Radzologzcal Laboratory Studies
4.4.1.5 Sediment: Metals
4.4.1.6 Sediment: Organics
4.4.1.7 Sediment: Size Fractionation Study
4.4.3  Surface Water and Leachability Investtgatzon
4.4.4 Fish Tissue Investlgatlon

Section 5.7 Contaminant Fate and T, ransport

The results of the physical characterization, Site investigations, and the nature and extent of
contamination will be utilized to qetermine contaminanf fate and transport at the Sites. This'
_ ‘section will focus on defining the contaminant(s) of potential concern, their properties, affected

areas, and potential migration pathways as provided below:

5.1 Contaminants-of Potential Concern
5.2 Contaminant Characteristics
5.2.1 Physiochemical Properties
3.2.2 Radioactive Transformations
5.2.3  Constituent Persistence
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5.3 Affected Areas
5.4 Contaminant Migration
5.4.1 Sediment Transport
5.4.2  Soil Transport
5.4.3 Leaching of Soil/Sediment Contaminants to Surface Water and
Groundwater
5.4.4 Surface Water Transport
5.4.5 Groundwater Transport
5.4.6 Soil/Sediment Erosion

Section 6. Sunimary and Conclusions
The summary and conclusions section will provide a summary (as provided below) of the

conceptual site model and the recommended remedial action objectives for use in the FS Repbrt.

6.1 Conceptual Site Model

6.2 - Conclusions
6.2.1 Data Limitations and Recommendations for Future Work
6.2.2 Recommended Remedial Action Objectives

As described in Section 1.0, USEPA will prepare Baseline Risk Assessments (Human Health and
Ecological) for the Sites, which will provide an evaluation of the potential threat to human health
and the environment without any remedial action. As a result, the RI Report will not include a

section for discussion of risk.

7.0 Task 3: Feasibility Stﬁdy Report
As provided in Attachment B (Schedule of Major Deliverables), Kerr-McGee shall submit to
USEPA, for review, a draft FS Report for the Kress Creek Site and the river portion of the STP
Site. The FS Report shall be prepared consistent with the AOC and this SOW and in accordance
with the outline provided below. During the preparation of the FS Report, Kerr-McGee shall
- develop and screen remedial alternatives and conduct a detailed analysis of remedial alternatives.
This information shall be summarized and présented in the FS Report. In addition, the FS Report
shall include information USEPA will need to prepare relevant sections of the Records of
Decisioh (RODs) for the Sites [see Chapters 6 and 9 of the USEPA’s 4 Guide to Preparing
* Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Seleciiolrl Decisions
" Documents (EPA'540-R-98-031, July 1999) for necessary information]. .
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Outline of FS Report

Executive Summary
The Executive Summary will provide a general overview of each component provided within the
FS Report. It will provxde a brief description of potential remedial alternatives along w1th the

results of the detailed and comparative analyses of the remedial alternatives.

Section 1. Introduction ,

The introductory section will i)rovide a general overview of the FS Report and its components (as
provided below), including a brief discussion of background infbrmation (primarily summarized
from the RI Report).

1.1 Purpose and Organization of Report
12 Background Information
1.2.1  Site Histories
1.2.2 Site Descriptions
' 1.2.2.1 Kress Creek/West Branch DuPage River Site
- 1.2.2.2 West Chicago Sewage Treatment Plant Site
1.2.3  Nature and Extent of Contamination '
1.2.4 Contaminant Fate and Transport
1.3 Baseline Risk Assessments (if available from USEPA)

Section 2. Development of Remedial Action Objectives and General Response Actions

This section will provide a summary of the Sites” remedial action objectives (RAOs), applicable
or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), general response actions (GRAs), and
identification of volumes and areas subject to evaluation. The RAOs will specify the constituents
of cbnce_rn and the media of interest, and exposure pathways and r_ec'eptdrs as addressed in the
Baséline Risk Assessments (being prepared by USEPA). The RACs will also specify the
acceptable contaminant level or range of levels based on ARARs. The GRAs will be developed
to meet the RAOs and include no ﬁﬂer action, containment, excavatién, or other actions siﬁgly
o‘r’in. combination. Also, volumes or areas to which the GRAs may apply will be identified. The

foilowing components will be provided in this section of the report:

2.1 - Introduction

2.2 Remedial Action Objectives

2.3 Identification of ARARs and TBCs (zncludmg chemical-, action-,
location-specific, as well as other criteria, advisories, and guidance)

2.4 General Response Actions

2.5 Volumes and Areas Potentially Subject to Remediation
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Section 3. Identification and Screening of Technology Types and Process Options

This section will include the identification and evaluation of potential remedial technology types
and process options applicable to each GRA with respect to technical implementability, along
with the elimination of those not implementable. Potentially implementable technology types and
process options will be further screened-and carried forward to identify the representative
processes that will be used to develop a range of remedial alternatives. Together, all of the
alternatives shall represent a range of remedial alternatives that shall address the Sites. Steps

specific to the screening process are explainéd in further detail below.

Preliminary alternatives assumed to be carried forward will be no action, monitored natural
recovery, removal, and in-place containment (capping). The following provides the specific

components of this section:

3.1 Introduction
3.2 Initial Identifi catzon and Screening of Technology T ypes and Process
Options
3.3 Evaluation of Technology Types and Selectzon of Representatzve
' Process Options
e In an initial screening step, evaluates the range of potential
applicable -technology types and process options with respect to’
technical implementability; potentially implementable technology
types and process options are further screened with respect to
effectiveness, implementability and relative cost, and. then carried
forward to identify representative processes that can be used to
develop a range of remedial alternatives in Section 3.2 [for example
dredging would be a process option under the sedlment removal
technology type]
34 »Assembly of Potential Remedial Alternatives
e Assemble a range of remedial alternatives for each Site (see
footnote 1) as a whole (beyond just those to be evaluated in the
: detailed analysis); list will include . general altematives [e.g., no
action, in-place containment (capping), rechannelization, removal], .
_ but there may be other combinations of technologies/process options
3.5 Alternatives Screening Process
e Screens the alternatives identified in Section 3.2 based on. broad
consideration of effectiveness, implementability and relative cost fo
identify those alternatives that will be carried forward into the detailed
evaluation of altematives; preliminary .altematives assumed to be
carried forward are No Action, Monitored Natural Recovery, In-Place
Containment (Capping), and Removal, but there may be other
altematives involving combinations of technologies/process options
that may be carried forward; specifies the reasons for eliminating
‘alternatives during the preliminary screening process; identifies any
additional action-specific ARARSs for the altematives that remain after
screening that were not identified in Section 2.3.
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Section 4. Detailed Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

In this section, each remedial alternative carried forward from the screening process will be
evaluated against the nine evaluation criteria which include: (1) overall protection of human
health and the environment; (2) compliance with ARARs (including chemical-, action-, and
location-specific ARARs, as well as other criteria, advisories, and guidance); (3) long-term
effectiveness and permanence; (4) reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume; (5) short-term
effectiveness; (6) implementability; (7) cost; (8) state (support agency) acceptance; and (9)
community acceptance. (Note criteria 8 and 9 are considered afier the RI and FS Reports have
been released to the general public.) For each remedial alternative, a ;iescﬁpﬁoh of the
alternative and a discussion of each individual evaluation criteria assessment will be provided. If
Kerr-McGee does not have direct input on state (support agency) acceptance and community
acceptance (criteria 8 and 9), USEPA will address these criteria. The following components will

be provided in this section:

4.1 Introduction
4.2  Evaluation Criteria '
4.3 Detailed Evaluation of Alternatives [To be completed in consideration of -
each Site as a whole (see footnote 1). The alternatives assumed to be
carried forward are no action, monitored natural recovery, removal, and
in-place  containment (capping), but there may be other
alternatives/combinations of technologies carried forward.]
4.3.1 Alternative I - No Action
4.3.1.1 Description
4.3.1.2 Assessment
4.3.2  Alternative 2 - Monitored Natural Recovery
" 4.3.2.1 Description
4.3.2.2 Assessment
4.3.3 Alternative 3 - Removal
‘ 4.3.3.1 Description
4.3.3.2 Assessment
4.3.4 Alternative 4 — In-Place Containmerit
4.3.4.1 Description
4.3.4.2 Assessment

Section 5. Comparative /ihalysis of Alternatives _

This section will provide a comparative analysis between remedial alternatives using the first
seven of the nine évaluéition criteria as a basis of comparison (as provided below). From this v
combarative analysis and considering state (support agency) acceptance and community

acceptance (criteria 8 and 9), USEPA will select the preferred alternative for the Proposed
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Remedial Plan for each Site. The following prdvides the components‘ to be included in this

section:

5.1 - Imtroduction

5.2 Overall Protection of Health and the Environment

5.3 Compliance with ARARs

5.4 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

55 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment
5.6 - Short-Term Effectiveness

5.7  Implementability

5.8 Cost

8.0 Task 4: Supplemental Characterization ‘

As provided in Attachment B (Schedule of Major Deliverables), Kerr-McGee shall submit to
USEPA, for review, supplemental characterization data for the areas within Reach 8 of the Kress
Creek Site that require additional characterization work during fall 2003 and early. 2004. The
submittal shall fully describe the work conducted and the findings of the characterization work
and shall supplement the characterization report prepared for all other previoﬁsly-characterized
portions .of the Kress Creek- Site. The characterization work for Reach 8 will use rriethods

consistent with those used to characterize Reaches 1 — 7.

9.0  Task 5: Progress Reports

Ken;McGee shall submit monthly written progress reports to USEPA and the State agencies
concerning actions taken pursuant to the AOC and this SOW. The progress reports shall be
submitted on or before the 10™ day of each month following the effective date of the AOC until
the termination of the' AOC, unless otherwise directed in writing by USEPA. These reporté shall
include, but are not limited to, a description of all significant developments during the preceding
period, including specific work that was performed and any problems that were encountered, and .
- the developments anticipated during the next reporting period including scheduling of work to be
performed, anticiphfed problems, and actual or planned resolutions of past or anticipated

probléms.
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ATTACHMENT A
PARTIAL LIST OF GUIDANCE

The following list, although not comprehensive, comprises many of the regulations and guidance
documents that apply to the RI/FS process.

The (revised) National Contingency Plan.

Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA, U.S.
EPA, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, OSWER Dlrectlve No. 9355.3-01,
EPA/540/G-89/004, October 1988.

A Guide.to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy
Selection Decision Documents, U.S. EPA, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response,
OSWER Directive No. 9200.1-23P, EPA 540—R—98-03 1, July 1999.

Role of Background in the CERCLA Cleanup Program U.S. EPA, OSWER 9285.6-07P, April
26, 2002.

Soil Screening Guidance: User’s Guide, U.S. EPA, OSWER Publication 9355.4-23, July 1996.

-Soil Screening Guidance: Technical Background Document, U.S. EPA, EPA/540/R95/128 May
1996.

Supplemental Guidance for Developing Soil Screening Levels for Superfund Sites (Peer Review
Draft}, U.S. EPA, OSWER Publication 9355.4-24, March 2001.

CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual, Two Volumes, U.S. EPA, Office of Emergency
and Remedial Response, OSWER Directive No. 9234.1-01. and -02, EPA/540/G-89/009, August
1988.

Guidance on Remedial Actions s for Contaminated Ground Water at Superfund Sites, U. S. EPA,
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, (Intenm Final), OSWER Directive No. 9283.1-2,
EPA/540/G-88/003, December 1988.

Considerations in Ground— Water Remediation at Superfund Sites and RCRA Facilities — Update,
U.S. EPA, OSWER Directive 9283.1-06, May 27, 1992.

- Pump-and-Treat Ground-Water Remediation A Guide for Decision Makers and Practztzoners
U.S. EPA, EPA/625/R-95/005, July 1996.

Ground-Water Treatment Technology Resource Guide, U.S. EPA, OSWER, EPA-542-B-94/009,
September 1994.

Land Use in the CERCLA Remedy Selection Proces&, U.S. EPA, OSWER Directive No. 9355.7-
04, May 25, 1995. '

Reuse Assessments: A Tool To Implement The Superﬁmd Land Use Directive, U.S. EPA,
OSWER 9355.7-06P, June 4, 2001.
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Reusing SupeU‘imd Sites: Commercial Use Where Waste is Left on Site, U.S. EPA, OSWER
9230.0-100, F ebruary 2002.

Covers for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites, U.S. EPA, EPA/540/2-85/002, 1985.

Principles for Managing Contaminated Sediment Risks at Hazardous Waste Sites, U.S. EPA
OSWER Directive 9285.6-08, February 12, 2002. ‘ ) :

Institutional Controls: A Site Manager’s Guide to Identifying, Evaluating and Selecting
Institutional Controls at Superfund and RCRA Corrective Action Cleanups, U.S. EPA, OSWER
9355.0-74FS-P, EPA/540-F-00-005, September 29, 2000, '

Health and Safety Requirements of Employees Employed in Field A ctivities, U.S. EPA, Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response, EPA Order No. 1440.2, July 12, 1981.

- OSHA Regulations in 29 CFR 1910.120, Federal Register 45654, December 19, 1986.
Standard Operating Safety Guides, PB92-963414, June 1992.
-Community Relations in Superfund: A Handbook, U.S. EPA, Office of Emergency and Remedial

Response, OSWER Directive No. 9230.0#3B June 1988; and OSWER Directive No. 9230.0-3C,
January 1992. . '
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ATTACHMENT B

SCHEDULE OF MAJOR DELIVERABLES

Deliverable Due Date

RI Report

Draft RI Report December 3, 2003

Final RI Report [21] calendar days after receipt of USEPA’s
notification of revisions on the Draft RI Report

FS Report

Draft FS Report December 3, 2003

Final FS Report [21] calendar days after receipt of USEPA’S
notification of revisions on the Draft FS Report

Reach 8 Submittal _ .

Supplemental Characterization Data for Reach | December 31, 2004

3 _
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Consent Decree in the matter of United States and Illinois v Kerr-McGee Chemical LLC,'
relating to the Kerr-McGee West Chicago- NPL Sites.
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' _» | ' ., Reed-Keppler Park Record of Décision
' - West Chicago, Illinois

This Record of Decision (ROD) docufnents the femedy selected for the Reed—Kepplef Park
(RKP) site in West Chicago, DuPage County, Illinois. This ROD is organized in three sections:
a Declaration, a Decision Summary, and a Responsiveness Summary. :

1.0 DECLARATION -

This section summarizes the information presented in the ROD and includes the authorizing
signature page. ' ' ‘

1.1  Site Name and Location

The RKP site is a 100-acre community park located in the northwestern portion of West Chicago,
DuPage County, Illinois. West Chicago, Illinois, is located about 30 miles west of Chicago,
lllinois. The RKP site is located north of National Street and west of Arbor Avenue. The
majority of the RKP site is owned by the City of West Chicago, and is leased to and operated by
the West Chicago Park District (Park District) for use as a public recreation area. The park is
-used for a variety of activities including tennis, swimming, volleyball, soccer, and -
baseball/softball. Land use within one mile of the site is primarily residential. The Park
District’s Family Aquatic Center is also located in the northeast section of the RKP site.

1.2  Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the selected remedy for the RKP site in West Chicago, Illinois.

- The remedy was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,

Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and

Reauthorization Act (SARA), and to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan

(NCP). Information used to select the remedy is contained in the Administrative Record file for

 the site. The file is available for review at the US EPA Region 5 Records Center, 77 West
Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois, and at the West Chicago Public Library, located at 118
West Washington Streét, West Chicago, Illinois.

The State of Illinois concﬁrs with the selected remedy.
1.3 Description of Selected Remedy

The selected remedy for the RKP site is No Further Action, along with monitoring to insure that
future concentrations of total uranium in the RKP site groundwater meet the Maximum
Contaminant Level (MCL) drinking water standard of 30 micrograms per liter (ug/L), which is
equivalent to 27 picoCuries per liter (pCi/L). This monitoring will continue in all nine existing
site monitoring wells until it has been demonstrated that the MCLs have been achieved, and
maintained, for three consecutive sampling events.



" The eXpected cost to.implement this selected remedy is $15,000 per sampling event, to pay for
the collection and analysis of nine groundwater samples from the RKP site for total uranium. _
Groundwater sampling will be conducted semi-annually (twice per year) initially, resulting in an
annual cost of $30,000. Sampling frequency may be increased, or decreased, based upon the
results from future sampling events. Also, because this remedy results in contaminants -
remaining at the site above MCLs, US EPA will review this action no less often than every ﬁve
years after the date of this Record of Decision.

The RKP site is being addressed as one operable unit under the CERCLA framework. This
operable unit encompasses both soil and groundwater at the site. Therefore, the selected remedy
specified in this Record of Decision will serve as the final action for the entire RKP site.

1.4 Statntory Determinations

US EPA has determined that no further remedial action is necessary at the RKP site. US EPA
issued an Action Memorandum for the RKP site in 1996, which reported that the median level of
soil contamination, based upon soil samples collected at RKP, was 286 picoCuries per gram
(pCi/g) of total radium, with a maximum exceeding 15,000 pCi/g. The Action Memorandum
concluded that contaminated soil should be removed until a cleanup criterion of 5 pCi/g of total
radium (radium-226 + radium-228) over background was achieved. The background
concentration for the RKP site was determined to be 2.2 pCi/g, thereby estabhshmg the cleanup
criterion for the RKP site at 7.2 pCi/g.

Kerr-McGee Chemical Limited Liability Company (Kerr-McGee) performed the excavation and
restoration work of a time-critical removal action at the RKP site from April 1997 to November
2000. The soil contaminated above the cleanup criterion has been successfully removed from the
site. Since exposure to the cleanup criterion of 7.2 pCi/g does not represent an unacceptable risk
to human health, no further action is necessary to protect the public health or the environment at
the RKP site. The sole remaining remediation objective is to insure that future concentrations of
total dissolved uranium in RKP groundwater comply with the drinking water standard for total
uranium promulgated on December 7, 2000, in 65 FR 76708, National Primary Drinking Water-
Regulations. ’

1.5  Authorizing Signatures

- - ?AS/”.

William E. Muno, Director / : ' ‘ ' Date
Superfund Division '
. United States Env1ronmental Protection Agency, Reglon 5




- 1.6 Support Agency Acceptance

The Illinois EPA has provided their formal concurrence with the selected remedy in a letter to
US EPA, a copy of which is attached in Appendix A.



2.0 DECISION SUMMARY
2.1 Site Description o L

The RKP site is a 100-acre community park located in the northwestern portion of West Chicago,

- DuPage County, Illinois, as shown in Figure 1.1 on page 4. West Chicago, Illinois, is located .

- about 30 miles west of Chicago, Illinois. The RKP site is located north of National Street and

west of Arbor Avenue. The majority of the RKP site is owned by the City of West Chicago,and

is leased to and operated by the West Chicago Park District (Park District) for use as a public

recreation area. The park is used for a variety of activities including tennis, swimming,

~ volleyball, soccer, and baseball/softball. Land use within one mile of the site is primarily
residential. The Park District’s Family Aquatic Center is also located in the northeast section of

- the RKP site. - R

Much of the focus at the RKP-site is on a 1-acre area within the park, which represented a
historical sand and gravel quarry. In the early 1900's, the RKP site was mined as a quarry to
provide rock and embankment material for construction of the Chicago, Wheaton and Westem
Railway (now the Illinois Prairie Path embankment owned by Commonwealth Edison). This Old
Quarry Area was left as a topographic low area and was subsequently opened to solid waste . .
(household and commercial garbage) disposal. Aerial photographs taken as early as 1939 show
~ significant waste disposal activity occurring in five distinct areas in the Old Quarry Area.
By 1954, the five dumping centers present in 1939 had been reduced to one landfill-like zope =
" reached via a haul road off the main park road. The last aerial photograph that shows any
dumping activity was taken in 1967, although US EPA obtained testimony that thorium tailings
were dumped in Reed-Keppler Park in 1972 and 1973. A 1974 aerial photograph shows that all -
~ landfilling operations had ceased, and a mainténance building had been constructed to the west of
the Old Quarry Area. - ’

Among the solid wastes found at the RKP site were thorium mill tailings generated at the West
Chicago Rare Earths F acility (REF), operated in West Chicago by Lindsay Light and Chemical
Company, and its successors, from 1934 until 1973. The REF produced radioactive elements,
such as thorium, radium and uranium, along with gas lantern mantles, for private entities and the
United States government’s use in Federal atomic energy programs. Production of these
‘radioactive elements resulted in the generation of radioactive mill tailings. The REF produced
these elements by extracting them from monazite oré sands, bastnasite, fluorspar and other ores )
‘using an acid leaching process. The processed sands, or “tailings,” retained residual levels of
thorium, radium and uranium, as well as, certain other insoluble metals. In the earlier years of.

- operation, the potential hazards of these tailings were not generally recognized.  Some of these o
tailings were apparently used as fill material at the RKP site. In 1967, Kerr-McGee purchased

the REF and maintained operations until the fa_éility was closed in 1973.
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2.2  Site History and Enforcement Activities

Radioactivity surveys were performed at the RKP site by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) and the US EPA, which resulted in the RKP site being placed on the National Priorities
List (NPL) in 1990. Several supplemental investigations were conducted, and, in 1996, US EPA
determined that the level of contamination in the surface soils at RKP warranted a time-critical
removal action. The need for the time-critical removal of radioactively contaminated materials
from the site is documented in an Action Memorandum. The Action Memorandum reported that
the median level of soil contamination, based upon soil samples collected at RKP, was 286
picoCuries per gram (pCi/g) of total radium, with a maximum exceeding 15,000 pCi/g. The
Action Memorandum concluded that contaminated soil should be removed until a cleanup
criterion of 5 pCi/g of total radium (radium-226 + radium-228) over background was achieved.
The background concentration for the RKP site was determined to be 2.2 pCi/g, thereby
establishing the cleanup criterion for the RKP site at 7.2 pCi/g. The Action Memorandum, along
with an Action Criteria Document that explained the radiation cleanup level, formed the basis for
US EPA’s Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO), which required Kerr-McGee and the City of
West Chicago, Illinois, to conduct removal activities at the RKP site to address the radloactlve
contamination and protect human health and the environment.

The excavation of the RKP site was divided int_o,several different excavation areas. Fig_ure 1.2,
on page 6, is a site map that shows the excavation areas of the RKP site. These excavation areas
are described below, along with chronological initiation and completion dates:

. Excavation activities at the Band Shell, Old Pond and Tennis Courts were initiated in
April 1997. These three excavations were completed in June 1997, and the interim
restoration activities were completed by August 1997.

. Excavation activities at the Boy Scout parking lot were started in September 1997. This
excavation was completed in October 1997, and interim restoration was completed in
December 1997.

. Excavation at the Maintenance Building parking lot was initiated in September 1997.

This excavation was completed in December 1997 and interim restoratlon was
completed in January 1998.

* By far, the largest area excavated was the Old Quarry Area. The site preparation
activities started there in January 1998. Excavation activities at the Old Quarry Area
_ extended below the water table. Excavation of material above the water table began in
1998, and the removal of material below the water table began in July 1999. Verification
below the water table consisted of ensuring that a predeteimined depth (based on data
collected previously through borehole gamma logging) had been reached using common
land surveying techniques. The excavation below the water table was completed in
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August 1999. Backfilling of the Old Quarry Area excavation followed immediately
behind the excavation, with the placement of rock below the water table and the
placement of segregated clean soil cover above the rock. All segregated clean soil was
placed a minimum of three feet below the final cover grades. Placement of imported
backfill to within six inches of final grade was then completed in December 1999.

- Final restoration activities for the RKP site were completed in November 2000. A total of
114,652 loose cubic yards of contaminated material were removed from the RKP site between -
April 1997 and October 1999. These materials were then shipped to the REF facility for
separation of clean material from contaminated material, which was shipped to an NRC licensed
disposal site. A Final Report for the RKP removal action was submitted to US EPA in April

. 2002, which confirms that the removal action met all of the requirements and cleanup criteria
specified in the Action Memorandum and the Action Criterion Document for the RKP site.

23 Community Participation

The Proposed Plan for Reed-Keppler Park was made available to the public for comment on
May 6, 2002. Copies were placed in the Administrative Record file, located at the US EPA
Records Center, 77 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois, and at the local repository,
located at the West Chicago Public Library, 118 West Washington Street, West Chicago, Illinois,
before the start of the 30-day public comment period. Copies were also distributed to forum
members participating at the Intergovernmental Forum meeting on April 26, 2002. The notice of
the availability of the plan was published in the Daily Herald on May 5, 2002, A public
comment period was held from May 6, 2002 to June 6, 2002. In addition, a public meeting was
held on May 16, 2002, at the West Chicago City Hall, to present the Proposed Plan. The notice
announcing the public meeting was published in the Daily Herald on May 15, 2002.
Representatives of US EPA and the Illinois EPA were present at the public meeting to answer
questions regarding the proposed remedy. Responses to comments received during the comment
period and public meeting are included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is Section 3.0 of
this ROD. o : : '

2.4 Scope and Role of Operable Unit

The RKP site is being addressed as one operable unit under the CERCLA framework. This
operable unit encompassés both soil and groundwater at the site. Therefore, the selected remedy
specified in this ROD will serve as the final action for the entire RKP site.

2.5 Site Characteristics

US EPA has determined that all action necessary to protect human health and the environment
has been taken with respect to the soils at the RKP site. More information on the successful

- completion of the soil removal action at RKP can be found in Section 2.2 of this ROD and in the
Removal Report for the Reed-Keppler Park Site, dated April 2002.
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Groundwater data were collected in 1994 and 1997 at RKP as part of investigation efforts at the
site. Figure 2, below, shows the current locations of RKP monitoring wells, along with the
historical locations of Monitoring Well #4 (MW-4) and Monitoring Well #5 (MW-5).
Concentrations of total dissolved uranium, elevated above background, were detected in MW-4
and MW-5 in October 1994. These wells are shown on the Figure below, but they were
abandoned during site excavation and are no longer in existence. The total dissolved uranium
_concentrations at that time were 56.5 and 34.9 picoCuries per liter (pCi/L), respectively. MW-4
and MW-5 again showed elevated concentrations in 1997 with the dissolved concentrations of
total uranium at 64.8 pCi/L in MW-4 and 32.6 pC/L in MW-5. MW-4 and MW-5, along with
MW-1, MW-2 and MW-3, were subsequently abandoned or removed from the site during
excavation of contammatecl soil.

Kerr-McGee installed five new monitoring wells (numbered RKP #1 to #5) at the RKP site in
November 1997. Monitoring Wells #7-9 were also subsequently installed to replace some of the
original site wells that had been removed as part of site excavation act1v1t1es

In August 2001, additional RKP groundWater samples were collected from the nine existing RKP
wells (RKP#1-5 and MW #6-9) to determine if residual groundwater contamination levels
achieved the remedial objective (drinking water standard) following completion of the removal
action at the RKP site. One well (RKP-5) exhibited concentrations of total uranium in
exceedance of the drinking water standard for total uranium in 40 CFR 141. This standard, also
known as the Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL), is 30 micrograms per liter (ug/L) for total
uranium. This corresponds to a radioactivity level of 27 picoCuries per liter (pCi/L). The
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- concentration of uranium in RKP-5 in August 2001 was 37.1 pCi/L,‘ in exceedance of the
27 pCi/L standard. All of the other RKP monitoring wells were in compliance with the MCL.

US EPA cleanups conducted under CERCLA are legally required to comply with all Applicable
or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). The MCLs in the Safe Drinking Water -
Act are considered an ARAR for all CERCLA sites that overlie aquifers that are used, or may be
reasonably anticipated to be used, as a drinking water source in the future. US EPA promulgated
the MCL for total uranium in 65 FR 76708, National Primary Drinking Water Regulations, on

~ December 7, 2000. The State of Illinois has designated the groundwater aquifer underlying RKP
~ and the City of West Chicago as Class I - Potential Potable Groundwater Resource.

~ Due to the exceedance of the drinking water standard for uranium in monitoring well RKP-5, at
the RKP site, US EPA intends to require monitoring of the nine site wells until sufficient data is
collected to insure that all groundwater concentrations are'decreasing and that the drinking water
.standard for uranium in 40 CFR Part 141 (30 ug/L or 27 pCi/L) has been attained in all site wells.
US EPA does not expect that active treatment of the groundwater underlymg the RKP site will be
required for the following reasons:

. 1) The source of the uranium contamination (the radioactively contamlnated surface and
subsurface soils at the RKP site) has been removed as part of the removal action,
conducted by Kerr-McGee from 1997 to 2000. Therefore, there is no continuing source
of uranium in the soil to leach to groundwater and cause the concentratxons in
‘groundwater to increase.

2) Only one of the nine wells at the RKP: site (RKP-5) exhibits groundwater
contamination above the MCL drinking water standard for uranium (30 ug/L or 27
pCi/L). Six of the nine RKP monitoring wells are located in areas that are considered
downgradient from the former quarry and landfill areas at the site. RKP-5 was also
sampled in January 1998, and the concentration. of uranium in the well at that time was
7.43 pCi/L, which is below the MCL. Because RKP-5 was in compliance with the MCL
when it was sampled in 1998, and because of the fact that the result in-August 2001 is
only marginally above the MCL, there is a high probability that the 37.1 pCV/L result is an
isolated sample result that will diminish within a reasonable time. In fact, beginning in
December 1997, a total of 15 samples have been collected from the nine RKP
groundwater wells, and the 37.1 pCi/L result from RKP-5 in August 2001 is the only -
exceedance of the MCL in the data set. '

3) Although the shallow aquifer underlying the RKP site is considered a potential
drinking water source, there are currently City of West Chicago restrictions that prohibit
use of the groundwater at the site. In addition, the City of West Chicago' obtains its
drinking water,from a total of nine operational wells, two of which are in the vicinity of
RKP. These wells are screened in a deep aquifer system, which is separated from the
shallow aquifer by a Silurian dolomite and Maquoketa shale layer that inhibits the vertical
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flow of groundwater from the uppér aquifer to the underlying formation. Therefore, it is
extremely unlikely that surficial contaminants could migrate to the draw zones of the City
wells. Shallow groundwater in the vicinity of the RKP site is not used as a drinking water
source. Since there is no known conduit between aquifers, and since site related
contaminants have not been detected in any of the nine City wells above background
concentrations, there is no reason to believe that a complete pathway to human receptors
currently exists, nor is one expected to form given the City of West Chicago’s ordmance
prohibiting use of groundwater in the area.

2.6 Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses

- The majority of the RKP site is owned by the City of West Chicago, and is leased to and operated

- by the West Chicago Park District (Park District) for use as a public recreation area. The park is
used for a variety of activities including tennis, swimming, volleyball, soccer, and
baseball/softball. Land use within one mile of the site includes residential housing. The Park
District’s Family Aquatic Center is also located in the northeast section of the RKP site. There
are no restrictions being placed on the use of the property because the soil removal action
conducted by Kerr-McGee from 1997 to 2000 resulted in a concentration of radium in soil that is

- considered protective of human health and the environment.

Although the shallow aquifer underlying the RKP site is considered a potential drinking water
source, there are currently City of West Chicago restrictions that prohibit use of the groundwater
at the site. In addition, the City of West Chicago obtains its drinking water from a total of nine
operational wells, two of which are in the vicinity of RKP. These wells are screened in a deep
aquifer system, which is separated from the shallow aquifer by a physical layer composed of
Silurian dolomite and Maquoketa shale. This layer inhibits the vertical flow of groundwater
from the upper aquifer to the underlying formation. Therefore, it is extremely unlikely that
surficial contaminants could migrate to the draw zones of the City wells. Shallow groundwater
in the vicinity of the RKP site is not used as a drinking water source. Since there is no khown
conduit between aqulfers and since site-related contaminants have not been detected in any of
the nine City wells above background concentrations, there is no reason to believe that: a
complete pathway to human receptors currently exists, nor is one expected to form given the C1ty
of West Chicago’s ordlnance prohibiting use of groundwater in the area.

2.7 Site Risks

In order to determine the need for a removal action to address contamination at the RKP site,
US EPA conducted a baseline human health and screening level ecological risk assessment in
1996. Risks were quantified for both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic contaminants. The risk

-associated with the intake of a known, or suspected, carcinogen is reported in terms of the
incremental lifetime cancer risk presented by that contaminant of concern, as estimated using the
. appropriate slope factor, and the amount of material available for uptake. The acceptable risk

. range, as defined by CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan (NCP),is 1 x 10*to 1 x 10
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- (one human in ten thousand to one human in one million incremental cancer incidence).
Potential human health hazards from exposure to non-carcinogenic contaminants are evaluated
‘using a Hazard Quotient (HQ). The HQ is determined by the ratio of the intake of a contaminant
of concern to a reference dose, or concentration for the contaminant of concern that is-believed to
represent a no observable effect level. The specific HQ for each contaminant of concern is then
summed to provide an overall Hazard Index (HI). EPA gmdance sets a limit of 1.0 for the
comprehensive HI.

The conclusion from the 1996 baseline risk assessment was that, for all scenarios considered
(construction worker, maintenance worker and recreational visitor), the risks associated with
radionuclides in surface soil, subsurface soil, or sediments exceeded the limit of the acceptable
CERCLA risk range of 1 x 10™. Risks associated with surface soil in the enclosure area of the
RKP site exceeded 1 x 10”2, More detailed information with respect to how this risk was
calculated can be found in the Remedial Investigation Report, Kerr-McGee Reed-Keppler Park
Site, March 21, 2002. This risk assessment led to the conclusion by US ET A that an immediate
response was necessary to minimize potential exposures and risks to the population surrounding
the RKP site and to park visitors. US EPA issued a UAO to Kerr-McGee and the City of West
Chicago, Illinois, in March 1996 to require immediate removal of the radioactively contaminated
surface and subsurface soils at RKP. Since the removal action successfully achieved the cleanup
standard of 7.2 pCi/g for total radium, exposure to RKP site soils is now con51dered protective
for human health.

As part of the Remedlal Investigation of the RKP site, a baseline screening ecological risk
~.assessment was also conducted, in order to determine the need to address significant adverse
ecological effects at the RKP site. The results of the ecolqgical risk assessment showed slight
exceedances of the target HQ of 1.0, in the 2 to 7 range, due to organic compounds and metals in
site soil and sediments. More detailed information with respect to how the HQ was calculated,
and how it was compared to the target HQ, can be found in the Remedial Investigation Report,
Kerr-McGee Reed-Keppler Park Site, March 21, 2002. Due to the fact that the ecological
screening assessment was considered to be extremely conservative, the exceedances were
considered minor and did not warrant a more detailed analysis of ecological risks at RKP. In any
event, the removal action, conducted by Kerr-McGee, resulted in these organic compounds and
metals being removed from the site soil and sediment down to levels that are considered to be
protective of the ecological environment.

2.8 Remediatioh Objectives

The removal action conducted at the RKP site has already achieved the cleanup objectives for

- soil, as specified in the Action Memorandum and Action Criteria Document for the site. The
sole remaining remedial objective is to insure that future concentrations of total dissolved
uranium in RKP groundwater comply with the drinking water standard for total uranium
promulgated on December 7, 2000, in 65 FR 76708, National Primary Drinking Water ‘
Regulations. This rule established an MCL for total dissolved uranium at 30 ug/L. For the MCL

12



- rulemaking, US EPA assumed a typical conversion factor of 0.9 pCi/ug for the mix of uranium
isotopes found in public water systems. This converts the mass concentration of uranium in
groundwater to an equivalent “activity” level, which relates to the radioactive decay of uranium.
The 0.9 pCi/ug conversion factor results in an activity - based drinking water standard of 27
pCv/L. e '

2.9 Déscription of Alternatives

Alternative #1: No Further Action

Estimated Capital Cost: 30 |
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: .80
Estimated Months to Construct: - ‘none

Regulations governing the Superfund program require that the “No Action” alternative be
evaluated at each site to establish a baseline for comparison. Under this alternative, no further
action would be taken to address residual contamination levels in soil or groundwater at the RKP
site. ’

Alternative #2: No Further Action with Associated Groundwater Monitoring

- Estimated Capital Cost: . $0

Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $30,000
Estimated Months to Construct: none, the wells required for monitoring are already

in place at the RKP site

Under this alternative, US EPA asserts that all action necessary to protect human health and the
environment has been taken with respect to the soils at the RKP site. More information on the-
successful completion of the soil removal action at RKP can be found in the Final Removal
Report for the Reed-Keppler Park Site, dated April 2002. However, due to an exceedance of the
* drinking water standard for uranium in one of the nine existing groundwater wells at the site,

US EPA intends to require monitoring of the nine site wells until sufficient data is collected to
insure that all groundwater concentrations are decreasing and that the drinking water standard for
uranium in 40 CFR Part 141 (30 ug/L or 27 pCi/L) has been attained in all site wells.

In the unlikely event that total uranium concentrations in RKP groundwater fail to decrease, or if

‘they continue to increase, in the future, more active remediation methods will be considered for
the groundwater at RKP. '

2.10 C.ompérative Analysié of Alternatives

Nine criteria are used to evaluate the different remediation alternatives individually, and against
each other, in order to select a remedy. The nine evaluation criteria are (1) overall protection of
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- human health and the environment; (2) compliance with ARARSs; (3) long-term effectiveness and
permanence; (4) reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminants through treatment; (5)
short-term effectiveness; (6) implementability; (7) cost; (8) State/support agency acceptance; and
(9) community acceptance. This section of the ROD profiles the relative performance of each
alternative against the nine criteria, noting how it compares to the other options under
consideration, A description of the nine evaluation criteria, and how they relate to the
alternatives considered, follows:

2.10.1 Threshold Criteria: Must be met for an alternative to be eligible for selection

Criterion 1: Overall Protection of human health and the environment

This criterion addresses whether an alternative eliminates, reduces, or controls threats to public
health and the environment through institutional controls, engineering controls, or treatment.
Alternatives #1 and #2 meet the criteria for protection of human health and the environment, as
the unacceptable risks posed by the soil contamination at the RKP site were addressed during the
time-critical removal action conducted by Kerr-McGee, pursuant to the UAO and Action

‘Memorandum for the RKP site. All residual soil contamination concentrations meet the cleanup
standard of 7.2 pCi/g for total radium (radium-226 and radium-228), which is considered to be
protective of human health and the environment. There is no current pathway for exposure to
groundwater at the RKP site for area residents, and a City of West Chicago ordinance prohibits
the mstallatlon of wells in this vicinity. For these reasons, RKP groundwater is also protective
from a potential risk standpoint.

Criterion 2. Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements

Section 121(d) of CERCLA requires that remedial actions at CERCLA sites attain legally
applicable, or relevant and appropriate, Federal and State requirements, standards, criteria, and
limitations that are collectively referred to as “ARARs,” unless such ARARs are waived under
CERCLA Section 121(d)(4). Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will meet all
_ of the applicable, or relevant and appropriate requirements, of Federal and State environmental
statutes

Apphcable Requirements are those substantive env1ronmental protection requirements,

standards, criteria, or limitations promulgated under Federal or State law that specifically address
hazardous substances, the remedial action to be implemented at the site, or other circumstances -
present at the site. Relevant and Approprlate Requirements are those substantive environmental
protection réquirements, standards, criteria, or limitations promulgated under Federal or State -
law which, while not applicable to the hazardous materials found at the site, the remedial action
itself, the site location, or other circumstances at the site, nevertheless address problems or
situations sufﬁ01ently'51m11ar to those encountered at the site that their use is well-suited to the

. site.
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ARARs are of three fypes._ They are chemical-specific, location-specific, and/or action-specific:

Chemical-specific ARARSs are usually health or risk-based numerical values, or methodologies,
which, when applied to site-specific conditions, result in the establishment of numerical values.
These values establish the acceptable amount, or concentration, of a chemical that may be found
~ In, or discharged to, the ambient environment. For the RKP site, “Maximum Contaminant
Levels”, or “MCLs”, established under the Safe Drinking Water Act, constitute chemical-specific
ARARSs. They apply to the groundwater beneath the RKP site, as well as, areas downgradient of
the site that may have been affected by site contamination. Both Alternative #1 and Alternative
#2 will meet this ARAR, but US EPA prefers Alternative #2 because monitoring of the site
groundwater is required to demonstrate that all of the RKP monitoring wells will meet the, MCL
drinking water standards in 40 CFR 141 in the future.

Location-specific ARARs are restrictions placed on the concentration of hazardous substances,
or the conduct of activities, solely because they are located in specific locations, e.g. flood plains,
wetlands, historic places, etc, For the RKP site, no locat10n-spec1ﬁc ARARs have been
identified that would affect the selected alternative.

Action-specific ARARs are usually technology or activity-based requirements, or limitations, on
actions taken with respect to hazardous wastes. These requirements are triggered by the
particular remedial activities that are selected to accomplish a remedy. In the case of the RKP
site, no active remediation is being considered. Therefore there are no action-specific ARARs to
consider with respect to the selected alternative.

2.10.2 Balancing Criteria: Used to weigh major trade-offs among alternatives

Criterion 3: Long-term effectiveness and permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time. Only
Alternative #2 provides some degree of long—term protectiveness. The implementation of
groundwater monitoring at the RKP site is necessary-to ensure that future concentrations of
uranium in groundwater are decreasmg until they are in compliance with the drinking water
standard in 40 CFR 141.

Criterion 4: Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume_ through treatment

‘Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment refers to the anticipated performance
of the treatment technologies in reducing the harmful effects of principal contaminants, reducing
their ability to move in the environment, and reducing the amount of contamination present.
Since neither of the alternatives includes treatment, this criterion does not require further
evaluation. All necessary remediation at the RKP site was accomplished previously, as part of
the removal action conducted by Kerr-McGee. :
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- Criterion 5: Short-term effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy, and any
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers and the community during construction and
operation of the remedy until clean-up goals are achieved. Both of the alternatives included in
this Proposed Plan demonstrate short-term effectiveness, There is no construction time, or
preparation time, required to implement groundwater monitoring at the RKP site, as the wells
that are required to monitor site groundwater conditions are already in place. The site is currently
protective of human health and the environment becauseithere is presently no pathway from the
groundwater contamination at RKP to any surrounding receptors. The purpose of the proposed
monitoring is to insure that the uranium concentrations in groundwater eventually meet the

drinking water standards and the protection of human health of th‘e-’environment- is maintained at

Criterion 6. Implementability

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of implementing the
alternative from design through constructiomn and operation. Factors such as availability of
services and materials, administrative feasibility, and coordination with other governmental
entities are also considered. Since Alternative #1 involves no action, there is no time or cost
' requlred for implementation. Alternative #2, no further action with monitoring, requires no time
- to implement other than the usual amount of time requlred for groundwater sampling in the field
(2-3 days). :

Criterion 7. Cost : '

The range of costs is zero dollars ($0) for Alternative #1, No-Action, to approximately $15,000
per sampling event for Alternative #2, the sampling and analysis of groundwater for total
uranium from the nine RKP wells and comparison to the drinking water standard in 40 CFR 141.
Groundwater sampling will be conducted semi-annually (twice per year) initially, resulting in an -
annual cost of $30,000. Sampling frequency may be increased, or decreased, based upon the

‘ results from future samphng events.

2 10.3 Modlfymg Crlterla To be consndered after public comment is received on the
Proposed Plan and of equal lmportance to the balancing crlterla

Criterion 8: State/Support A gency Acceptance

US EPA, and the State of Illinois, believe that Alternative #1, No Further Action, currently
provides adequate protection of human health and the environment. However, it could result in
Juture unacceptable risks, since it would result in leaving uranium, in RKP groundwater, above
the levels allowed by the drinking water standard in 40 CFR 141. Therefore, both agencies
support the selected remedy, Alternative #2, which calls for no further action with monitoring, to -
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~ insure that uranium concentrations in the site groundwater meet the MCL in the future.

© Criterion 9: Community Acceptance

This section considers whether the local community agrees with US EPA’s analyses and
Preferred Alternative. US EPA received seven comments on the Proposed Plan for the final
remedy at RKP. Responses to these comments are included in the Responsiveness Summary,
‘which is Section 3.0 of this ROD. None of the comments expressed disagreement with the
selected remedy, and, in fact, several expressed support for the remedy US EPA is selecting in
thlS ROD. :

- 2.11  Selected Remedy

The Selected Remedy is Alternative #2, No Further Action, along with monitoring to insure that |
future concentrations of uranium in the RKP site groundwater meet the MCL drinking water
standard of 30 ug/L, or 27 pCi/L. This monitoring will continue until it has been demonstrated
that the MCLs have been achieved, and maintained, for three consecutive sampling events.

Expected cost to implement this selected remedy is $15,000 per sampling event, to pay for the
collection and analysis of nine groundwater samples from the RKP site for total uranium. _
Groundwater sampling will be conducted semi-annually (twice per year) initially, resulting in an
annual cost of $30,000. Sampling frequency may be increased, or decreased, based upon the
results from future sampling events. Also, because this remedy results in contaminants -
remaining at the site above MCLs, US EPA will review this action no less often than every five
years after the date of this Record of Decision. '

In the unlikely event that total uranium concentrations in RKP groundwater fail to decrease, or if '
they continue to increase, in the future, more active remediation methods will be considered for
- the groundwater at RKP.

2.12 Documenfation_ of Significant Changes v

~ Although this ROD will be 81gned and finalized, new information may be received or generated
that could affect the selected remedy. US EPA, as the lead agency for this ROD, has the

, responsibility to evaluate the significance of any such new information. The type of
documentation required for a post-ROD change depends on the nature of the change. Three
categories of changes are recognized by the US EPA: non-significant, significant, and

- fundamental. Non-significant post-ROD changes may be documented using a memo to the
Administrative Record file. Changes that significantly affect the ROD must be evaluated
pursuant to CERCLA Section 117 and the NCP at 40 CFR 300.435(c)(2)(I). Fundamental
changes typically require a revised Proposed Plan and an amendment to the ROD. S1gn1ﬁcant or
fundamental changes to the ROD for-RKP are not anticipated.
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3.0 ‘RESPONSlVENESS SUMMARY

: 'Ilns Section of the ROD presents stakeholder comments regarding the Proposed Plan for the
RKP site and provides a response to the comments considered in selection of the final remedy at
RKP. Five written comments were received during the 30-day public comment period from
May 6, 2002, to June 6, 2002, and two formal comments were received during the public meeting
on May 16, 2002. The comments and the responses to the comments are presented below:

Comment #1: Inaccordance with U.S. EPA, Reglon 5's mstructrons durmg the public meeting
of May 16, 2002 the West Chicago Park District, operator of Reed-Keppler Park, is submitting

- its comment on the “Proposed Plan for Final Cleanup Action at Reed-Keppler Park Site” dated
April, 2002. The Park District has now had the opportumty to review and consider that Proposed
Plan which calls for No Further Action with periodic ground water monitoring until MCL’s are .
reached for total uranium. It is the Park District’s understanding that if the total uranium
concentrations in the ground water beneath the Park increase or fail to meet MCL’s after an
appropriate period of monitoring, U.S. EPA may consider supplemental action as to ground
water.  With that understandmg, the Park District supports the adoptron of the Proposed Plan

Response #1: This Record of Decision does indeed include language that stipulates that
additional active remediation of groundwater at the RKP site may be necessary if total uranium
 concentrations fail to decrease, or if they increase; in the future. Section 2.11 - - Selected Remedy,
states “In the unlikely event that total uranium concentrations in RKP groundwater fail to
decrease, or if they continue to increase, in the future, more active remediation methods will be
considered for the groundwater at RKP ” :

TS EPA considers it unlrkely that concentrations of uranium will remain above the MCL of

30 micrograms per liter (ug/L), or 27 prcoCunes per liter (pCi/L) in RKP-5, or any of the other

- wells at RKP, for several reasons: (1) the source of the contamination has been removed from the

RKP site soils; (2) Only one of the nine wells at the RKP site (RKP-5) exhibited groundwater

- contamination above the MCL drinking water standard. RKP-5 was also sampled in January

1998, and the concentration of uranium in the well at that time was 7.43 pCi/L, which is below

the MCL. 'Because RKP-5 was in compliance with the MCL when it was sampled in 1998, and

v because of the fact that the result in August 2001 is only marginally above the MCL, there is a-

high probability that the 37.1 pCi/L result is an isolated sample result that will diminish withina

reasonable time. In fact, beginning in December 1997, a total of 15 samples have been collected

~ from the nine RKP groundwater wells, and the 37.1 pCr/L result from RKP-5 in August 2001 is-

the only exceedance of the MCL in the data set, and finally; (3) groundwater velocity estimates at

' ~the RKP site range from 20 to 1,300 feet per year, with an average of 200 feet per year. The x
distance from the areas at RKP where the highest contamination were found to RKP-5 is between -

400 and 500 feet. Even if i it assumed that the groundwater has been flowing at the slowest

possible velocity (20 feet per year) since the waste material was placed at Reed-Keppler Park in

the 1940's and 1950's, the contamination should have reached the RKP-5 location in 20 to 25

years (m the 1960's or 1970'3) If this were true, groundwater samples collected at RKP-S from
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that time on would show radioactive contamination in the groundwater at the location of RKP-5.
RKP-5 was not installed and sampled until January 1998, but if contamination from the RKP site
had migrated to RKP-5 any earlier than 1998 (as it should have), then the contamination would
still show up in the groundwater sampling results (which it did not). In fact, other site wells
which are downgradient, and even closer to, the contamination source area, have never shown
exceedances of the MCL, which would indicate that a contamination “plume” has never reached
~ these wells. Groundwater sample results from RKP-5 and other RKP monitoring wells do not
support the possibility that groundwater contamination has migrated from the contamination
zones to offsite areas. Given that RKP-5 was in compliance with the MCL in 1998, it is likely
that the exceedance seen in RKP-5 in 2001 is an isolated result, and not part of an overall site
“plume”. US EPA is requiring groundwater monitoring at RKP to verify the fact that the MCL
exceedance was an isolated event, and that there is not a contmumg source of contamination that
has not been identified. ‘

Comment #2: In accordance with U.S. EPA, Region 5's instructions during the public meeting
of May 16, 2002, the City of West Chicago, owner of Reed-Keppler Park, is submitting its
comment on the “Proposed Plan for Final Cleanup Action at Reed-Keppler Park Site” dated
April, 2002. The City has now had the opportunity to review and consider that Proposed Plan
which calls for No Further Action with periodic ground water monitoring until MCL’s are .
reached for total uranium. It is the City’s understanding that if the total uranium concentrations
in the ground water beneath the Park increase or fail to meet MCL’s after an appropriate period
of monitoring, U.S. EPA may consider supplemental action as to ground water. With that
understanding, the City supports the adoption of the Proposed Plan.

Response #2: This Record of Decision does indeed include language that stipulates that

- additional active remediation of groundwater at the RKP site may be necessary if total uranium
concentrations fail to decrease, or if they increase, in the future. Section 2.11 - Selected Remedy,
states “In the unlikely event that total uranium concentrations in RKP groundwater fail to
decrease, or if they continue to increase, in the future, more active remediation methods will be
considered for the groundwater at RKP.”

US EPA con51ders it unlikely that concentratlons of uranium will remain above the MCL of

30 micrograms per liter (ug/L), or 27 picoCuries per liter (pCi/L) in RKP-5, or any of the other
wells-at RKP, for several reasons: (1) the source of the contamination has been removed from the
RKP site soils; (2) Only one of the nine wells at the RKP site (RKP-5) exhibited groundwater
contamination above the MCL drinking water standard. RKP-5 was also sampled in January -
1998, and the concentration of uranium in the well at that time was 7.43 pC1/L which is below
the MCL. Because RKP-5 was in compliance with the MCL when it was sampled in 1998, and
because of the fact that the result in August 2001 is only marginally above the MCL, thereisa
high probability that the 37.1 pCi/L result is an isolated sample result that will diminish within a
reasonable time. In fact, beginning in December 1997, a total of 15 samples have been collected
from the nine RKP groundwater wells, and the 37.1 pCi/L result from RKP-5 in August 2001 is
the only exceedance of the MCL in the data set, and finally; (3) groundwater velocity estimates at
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.- the RKP site range from 20 to 1,300 feet per year, with an average of 200 feet per year. The

_ distance from the areas at RKP where the highest contamination were found to RKP-5 is between
400 and 500 feet. Even if it assumed that the groundwater has been flowing at the slowest
- possible velocity (20 feet per year) since the waste material was placed at Reed-Keppler Park in
the 1940's and 1950's, the contamination should have reached the RKP-5 location in 20 to 25
years (in the 1960's or 1970's). If this were true, groundwater samples collected at RKP-5 from
that time on would show radioactive contamination in the groundwater at the location of RKP-5.
RKP-5 was not installed and sampled until January 1998, but if contamination from the RKP site
had migrated to RKP-5 any earlier than 1998 (as it should have), then the contamination would
still show up in the groundwater sampling results (which it did not). In fact, other site wells
which are downgradient, and even closer to, the contamination source area, have never shown
exceedances of the MCL, which would indicate that a contamination “plume” has never reached
these wells. Groundwater sample results from RKP-5 and other RKP monitoring wells do not
support the possibility that groundwater contamination has migrated from the contamination
zones to offsite areas. Given that RKP-5 was in compliance with the MCL in 1998, it is likely
that the exceedance seen in RKP-5 in 2001 is an isolated result, and not part of an overall site
“plume”. US EPA is requiring groundwater monitoring at RKP to verify the fact that the MCL
exceedance was an isolated event, and that there is not a continuing source of contamination that
has not been identified.

Comment #3: No plan? My concern is that there are no action criteria for action whether
uranium goes up or down. Seems to me if uranium goes above 50 pCi/L or goes up three period
" in arow, we blew and need to reevaluate. Maybe some boreholes upstream etc to see if much
uranium around. Also if dips below 30 and stays for a while/you decide how long/, stop
~ monitoring and pack up and go home. Believe these shopld be defined in advance so everybody
knows the rules.

Suggest that results be released by EPA for publications as soon as available and any action
announced. You cannot force publication but can do press release, put a notice in library, and
post on City Hall bulletin board. This has been a citizen driven remediation and suggest agency.
go out of its way to make the information avallable

‘Would still like to-see back-ground papers and plan when avajlable. Thanks.

Response #3: Section 2.11 - Selected Remedy states that “The Selected Remedy is ‘Alternative
#2, No Further Action, along with monitoring to insure that future concentrations of uranium in
the RKP site groundwater meet the MCL drinking water standard of 30 ug/L, or 27 pCi/L. This
monitoring will continue until it has been demonstrated that the MCLs have been achieved, and
maintained, for three consecutive sampling events.” US EPA is requiring compliance with the
MCL for three consecutive sampling events to insure that uranium concentrations will not
“rebound” after an acceptable concentration has been measured. Section 2.11 also states that
“Sampling frequency may be increased, or decreased, based upon the results from future
sampling events,” and that “In the unlikely event that total uranium concentrations in RKP
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~ groundwater fail to decrease, or if they continue to increase, in the future, more active

- remediation methods will be considered for the groundwater at RKP.” The source of any _

' potential contamination in groundwater has been removed from the RKP soils, therefore, there is
every expectation that, with time, the uranium concentration in RKP groundwater will decrease.
US EPA may elect to increase the sampling frequency if concentrations increase to determine
whether the results are “seasonal” in nature, or whether they vary with groundwater elevation
changes caused by heavy rain or drought. US EPA may also, as you have suggested, collect
further soil samples to try to determine whether there is a source area that was missed during the
removal action at RKP. In any event, before US EPA could take more active measures for
groundwater at RKP, a revised Proposed Plan and ROD amendment, along with the appropriate
30-day public comment period, would be required, as described in Section 2.12 of this ROD.

Any reports or publications generated as a result of future groundwater monitoring will be
available for public review in the Administrative Record for the RKP site and the local repository
at the West Chicago Public Library. In addition, US EPA routinely makes these reports available
to individuals when requested. US EPA will announce when these reports are available for
public inspection. US EPA appreciates the community involvement associated with the RKP
site, and continues to encourage the submittal of any comments or questlons regarding the RKP

' site.

Comment #4: This is in regard to your news letter dated April 2002, “US EPA issues Proposed
Plan for Final Cleanup at Reed-Keppler Park site”. My family and I live in unincorporated West -
Chicago and request EPA inspection of our well water. This seems only fair! If City water users
have this inspection/monitoring, why not monitoring on wells? We pay taxes! Since when is
cost a reason for this discrimination against home owners with wells? The gas and electric
company read our meters. Why not the EPA getting samples from our sill corks and checking for
uranium contamination? When a residence is sold the DuPage County Health Department checks
water, but not for uranium contamination. Please protect all of the people under your

Jurlsdlctlon not just some of the people!

Response #4: As you mentloned the City of West Chicago does perform testing on City

drinking water for certain potential contammants as required by the Safe Drinking Water Act.
The concentrations of uranium and/or radium seen in drinking water in the City of West Chicago
are a result of background conditions in the aquifer (not from the Kerr-McGee sites) from which .
the City draws its drinking water, and they do not represent an unacceptable health risk to
residents of the City. US EPA typically only performs testing of private wells as part of ongoing
remedial efforts, and not on a routine basis, as routine testing of residential drinking water is
usually performed on a local government level or by property owners themselves. In the past, the
Hlinois Department of Nuclear Safety (IDNS) has performed testing on private wells in
unincorporated West Chicago at the request of the property owner, at no cost to the owner.

- US EPA has verified that this program still exists, and that IDNS would be willing to test your

~ private well at your request. To request that your well be sampled by IDNS, please contact:
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Tim Runyon ‘
Illinois Department of Nuclear Safety
1301 Knotts Street :
Springfield, IL 62703

(217) 786-6365

IDNS will collect a sample of the water from your well and provide results to you.

Comment #5: I don’t believe there should be any question as to which one to choose.
Alternative #2 offers some sort of limited safeguard to the community. It is certainly better than
none. I also feel the City or powers to be consider the probability of securing Lake Michigan
water - as a back-up source: -of water.

Ultimately - I, like the rest of my fellow neighbors and citizens, would like to believe that our
government and the agencies funded by our taxes - will continue the process begun and work to
protect us and our generations of children to come, from the invisible toxins once buried in our
: commumty

Response #5: US. EPA understands that you support the Selected Remedy and appreciates your
- comment.

‘Comment #6: (From the public meeting of May 16, 2002) - I want to say I want to thank
everybody here for all the work they have done on this, and this has been a great effort to get our
park to this point.” But having said that, the second alternative, I think it goes without saying, that
it- is in the best interest of the people of West Chicago, my neighbors, and constituents.

response #6: US EPA understands that you support the Selected Remedy and apprec1ates your
comment.

Comment #7: (From the public meeting of May 16, 2002) - If there is no monitoring between
the source and the well and you cut off your monitoring before that contamination has a chance
to travel to that well, you could be missing a potential problem. It would seem to be in the

_interest of protecting the environment to — before you reach a cutoff date, to figure out the
groundwater rate and how far it is from the well and then you would do your three consecutive
tests because I understand and support and realize what level the cleanup was at the park.... But if
there is something in the groundwater that is already contaminated and you cut it off before it *

~ would reach a monitoring well, you could be mlssmg an opportunity. I also support the
momtormg compared to' no monitoring...

Response #7: The Remedial Investigatz'on Report for the Kerr-McGee Reed-Keppler Park Site,
~dated March 21, 2002, states that “Groundwater pore velocity estimates ranged between 20 feet
per year and 1,300 feet per year, with an average probable velocity of 200 feet per year.” This
velocity is in a south south-gasterly direction from the contamination areas to the area of
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*"monitoring wells RKP-2, RKP~3, RKP-4, and RKP-5 and MW;7, MW-8 and MW-9. The only
well that has shown an exceedance of the MCL for uranium is RKP-5, which is located about
400 feet east of the former enclosure area, where high contamination levels were observed in

" RKP soil. Even if it assumed that the groundwater has been flowing at the slowest possible

velocity (20 feet per year) since the waste material was placed at Reed-Keppler Park in the 1940's
and 1950's, the contamination should have reached the RKP-5 location in 20 to 25 years (inthe
- 1960's or 1970's). If this were true, groundwater samples collected at RKP-5 from that time'on
‘would show radioactive contamination in the groundwater at the location of RKP-5. RKP-5 was:
not installed and sampled until January 1998, but if contamination from the RKP site had .
- migrated to RKP-5 any earlier than 1998 (as it should have), then the contamination would still
show up in the groundwater sampling results (which it did not). It should-be noted that
. monitoring wells MW-7, MW-8 and MW-9 are located in the immediate vicinity (within 100
feet) of the area where the highest soil contaminant concentrations were located, and _these wells
do not contain uranium in exceedance of the MCL. Given that RKP-5 was in compliance with
the MCL in 1998, it is likely that the exceedance seen in RKP-5 in 2001 is an isolated result, and
not part of an overall site “plume”. US EPA is requiring groundwater monitoring at RKP to
verify the fact that the MCL exceedance was an isolated event, and that there is not a continuing
source of contamination that has not been identified. US EPA also understands that you support -
the Selected Remedy and appreciates your comment. = '
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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION
Kerr-McGee Reed-Kepler Park National Priorities List Site
-Concurrence of the Hlinois Exmronmental Protection Agency
Page 2 of 2 _

STATUTORY DETERMINATIOL]S

The removal action performed in accordance with the UAO and the ROD meets all thenine ~
threshold criteria established by the NCP and CERCLA. U.8.EPA, with the assistance of Dlinois
EPA, will evaluate any new information identified to ensure that the selected rernedy remains '
protective. Significant changes will be evaluated pursuant to Section 117 of CERCLA and 40
‘CFR 300.435(c)(2)(T)- Any change to the ROD necessitated by new information will be
conducted through an Explananon of Sngﬁcant lefexences (“ESD™) oraROD Amendment.

A

-_ﬁengc Cipdano / 7 ' .Date

Director
* ‘Hlinois Environnemental Protectlon Agency




DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION
SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Ketr-McGee Reed-Kepler Park National Priorities List Site
West Chicago, llinois

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document represents concurrence by the State of Illinois on the selected Final
Remedial Action for the Kerr-McGee Reed-Kepler Park National Priorities List Site (“Site™) in
West Chicagp, Illinois. This action was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (“CERCLA” or
“Superfund”) and to the extent practicable, with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances
‘Contingency Plan ("NCP”, 40 Code of Federal Regulations (“CFR™) 300). The decisions
-contained herein are based on information contained in the administrative record for this site.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or thrcatcned releases of hazardons substances from the Site were addressed by a time
critical removal action required by a United States Environmental Protection Agency
(“U.S.EPA”) Unilateral Administrative Order (“UAQ™). The time critical removal action
removed 114,652 cubic yards of contaminated soil between April 1997 and October 1999 10 a
zadiological cleanup level of 7.2 picocuries per gram (pCi/g). Excavated arcas were then
backfilled with a minimum of three feet of clean fill.

DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY

The response action selected in this Record of Decision (“ROD”) is No Further Action with
groundwater monitoring. The groundwater monitoring portion of the selected remedy is to insure
that concentrations of uranium in groundwater meet the maximum contaminant level (“MCL”)
drinking water standard for uranium of 30 micrograms per liter (ug/l). Groundwater monitoring

~ will continue until it has been demonstrated that the MCLs have been achieved and maintained

for three consecutive sampling events. Selection of this remedy was based upon groundwarer
sampling results that revealed one well with a concentration of 33 ug/1 for uranium., Sampling .
will initially be performed twice a year and will be reassessed annually, depending upon the
results. The frequency of sampling may have to be reevaluated if the groundwater standard
continues to be exceeded. \
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Region V

IN- THE MATTER OF:

Kerr-McGee Reed Keppler Park

Removal Site

Kerr-McGee Chemical Corporation,

City of West Chicago, .
'Respondents.

Proceeding Under Section 106 (a) of the

-Comprehensive Environmental Response,

Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980,
as. amended (42 U.S.C. § 9606 (a))

UNILATERAL ADMINISTRATIVE
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I. INTRODUCTION AND JURISDICTION

1. This Order directs Respondents to perform the removal

-actions described herein to abate an imminent and .substantial

endangerment to the public health; welfare or the environment
that‘may bebpresénted by the actual of threateﬁed release of
hazardous substanées at or from the Site. lThis Order is issued
to Respondents by the United States Envirohmental Protection
Agency ("U.S. EPA") under the authority vested in the President
of the United States by § 106 (a) of'CERCLA. This authority was

delegated to the Administrator of U.s. EPA on January 23, 1987,

by Executive Order 12580 (52 Fed. Reg. 2,926), and was further

delegated to the -Regional Administrator on Séptember 13, 1987 by

U.S. EPA Delegation No. 14-14-A and 14-14-B, and to the Director,

Superfund Division, Region V, by Regional Delégation Nos. 14-14-A

and 14-14-B (May 2, 1996).

ITI. PARTIES  BOUND

‘2. This' Order shall apply to and be binding upon Respondents
.and'their.successorsband'assigns. Respondents are responsible 
for carrying out all'aétions required by this Order. No change

"in the ownership, corporate status, or other control of .

Respondents shall alter any of Respondents’ responsibilities

under this Order.



.
3. Respondents shall provide a copy of this Order to any

. prospective owners.or successors before a controlling interest in
Respondentsf assets, property rights, or stock are transferred to.
the prospective owner or successor. Respondents shall provide a
copy of this Order to each contractor, subcontractor, laboratory,
or consultanttretained to perform any Work under this Order,
within five days after the effective date of this Order or on the
date such services are retained, whichever 1is 1ater} Respondents
shall also provide a copy_of'this Order to any person acting on
behalf of Respondents with respect to the Site or the Work and
shall ensure that all"contracts‘and subcontracts entered into
hereunder require performance under the contract to be in
conformity with the terms and Work required by this Order. With
regard to the actions undertaken pursuant to this Order,‘each
contractor and subcontractor shall be deemed to‘be related by
contract to Respondents within the meaning of § 107(b) (3) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(b) (3). Notwithstanding'tne terms of any
COntract, Respondents are responsible for compliance with tnis

, Order and for ensuring that its contractors, subcontractors and

agents perform all Work in accordance with this Order.

4. Not later than thirty (30) days prior to any transfer of any
1nterest of Respondents in any real property included within the
Site, Respondents shall submit a true and correct copy of the-

transfer documents to U.S. EPA, and shall identify the
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3
transferee(s) by name, principal business address and effective

date of the transfer.

III. DEFINITIONS
5. Unless otherwise expressly provided'herein, terms used in
this Order which are dafined in»CERCLA or in regulationa
promulgated undér CERCLA shall have the meaning assigned to them
in the statute or its implementing regulations. Whenever terms
listed below are used in this Order or in the documehts-attachedr

to this Order or are incorporated by reference into this Order,

“"the following definitions shall apply:

a. "Action Criteria Document " éhall mean the‘November.l993
U.s. EPA'documant entitled "Action Criteria for Superfund Removal
Actions at the Kerr-McGee Residential Areas Site, West Chicago,
Illinois" which is attached hereto as Attachment 3. The Action
Criteria Document is'incorporated into this Order and is an
enforceable part of this Order.

b.  "Action Memorandum" shall mean the U.S. EPA Action
Memorandum relating to the site signed in March 1996 by the

Remedial Project Manager/On-Scene Cbordinator and the Regional

_Administrator, U.S. EPA, Region V, and all attachments thereto,

.which is attached as Attachment 2. bThe Action Memo is

incorporated into this Order and is an enforceable part of this

Order.
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C. "CERCLA" shall mean the Comprehensive Environmental

Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42

U.S.C. §§ 9601 to 9675.
d. "City" shall mean the City of West Chicago, DuPage

County, Illinois.

e. "Day" .shall mean a calendar day unless expressly stated .

to be a working day. In computing any period of time under this
Order, where the last day would fall on a Saturday, Sunday, or
federal holiday, the period shall run until the end of the next

working day.

f. '“DOT” shall mean the United States Department of
Transportation.
g. "EE/CA" shall mean the August 1994 Engineering .

Evaluatlon and Cost Analysis for the Residential Areas Site
conducted by U.S. EPA pursuant to Section 300.415(b) (4) (I) of the

 NCP.

h. "IEPA"-shall'uean the Illinois.EnvirQnmental Protection
"Agency. | |
o I. "IDNS" shall mean thé Illinois.Depértmént'of Nuclear
Safety. | |
j. "Kress Creek NPL_Site" shall mean the Kerf—McGee Kress

Creek/West Branch of DuPage River Site placed on the NPL in
February 1991.
k. "Lindsay Light" shall mean the Lindsay_Light and

. Chemical Company.

RSOV —

R
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1. "Natidﬁal Contingency Plan" or "NCP" shall mean the
National Contingency Plan promulgated pursuant to § 105 of
CERCLA, 42 U.S5.C. § 9605, and codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 300,.and
any amendments thereto.
m. "NPL" means the "National Priorities List" as défiﬁed

in Section 300.5 of the NCP.

n. "NRC" means the United States Nuclear Regulatory'
Commission. o
o "Paragraph" shall mean a portion of this Order

identified by an Arabic numeral.

P- "ﬁerformance Standards" shail mean those cleanup'
standards,:stahdards of céntroi, and other substantive
fequifements, criteria or limitations, identified in the Action
Criterié Document, Action Memorandum and Statement of Work, that
the Work reqﬁifed by this Order must attain and maintain.

‘q. "REF":shall mean the Kerr-McGee Rare Earths Facility,
800 Weyrauch Street, West Chicago, Illinois.

r. "Residential Areas NPL Site" shall mean the Kerr-McGee
Residentiél.Areas Site placed on the NPL in August 1990.

s. "Reed Keppler Park Site" or "RKP Site" shall mean all
properties wiﬁhin the Reed Keppler Park NPL Site at which U.S.
EPA determines that Respondents shall perform Work, including,
but not limited to, the tennis courts, the area which previously
operated as a landfill, and the area that currently contaiﬁsvthe

Family Aquatic Center.



6 | )

t. "Respohdents"-shall mean the Kerr-McGee Chemical
Corporation and the City of West Chicago.

u. "Response Costs" shall mean all cests, inciuding direet
costs, indirect costs;.and interest incurred by the United States
to perform or support responSe actions at the Site, including;
but not limited to, contrect and enforcement costs.

V; "RPM/0OSC" shell mean U.S. EPA's Remedial Project
Managet/On-Scene Coordinatqr. 7

w. "Section" shall mean a portion of this Order identified
by a'Roman numeral and ineludes one or more.paragraphs.

X. "Section ibG Administrative Record" shall mean the

Administrative Record which includes all documents considered or

S’

relied upon by U.S. EPA in preparation of this Order. The
Section 106 Administrative.Record Index is a listing of all
documents included in the Section 106 Administrative Record, and
is appended hereto as Appendix 1.

Y.  "State" shali mean the State of Illinois.

zZ. _"Stateﬁent of,Werk" or "SOWG shall mean the statement
of work for impleﬁentation of the removel actions at the Site,
which is attached hereto as Attachment 1. The Statement of Work‘
“is incorporated into this Order and is,an'eanrceable part.of ' S
this Order.

aa. "Work"l shall mean all actions Respondents are required
to perform under this Order and all attachments hereto,

including, but not limited to removal actiens. \
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IV. FINDINGS OF FACT
Based on available information, including the Section 106

Administrative Record in this matter, U.S. ZPA hereby finds that:

6. The REF was established in 1932 by Lindsay Light to extract
thorium and rare earth compounds from ore, a process which
produced mill tailings classified as "11l(e) (2) byproduct
material" pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 2014 (e) (2, . NRC records
bindicate'that, during the 1930's and 1940's, Lindsay Light
transported mill ﬁailings from the REF for disposal éﬁ the areas
now known as the Kerr-McGee Reed-Keppler Park and West Chicago
Sewage Treatment Plant NPL Sites ahd that, .in the process of such

transport, mill tailings came to be located at the Site.

7. In March of 1933, ﬁhe City of West Chicago pufchased the
Reed Keppler Park Site, and it still owns the Sité. The City of .
West Chicago operated the Site as an open landfill/dump from the
1930's through the 1960's. The city is cﬁrrently leasing

portions of the Site to the Park District.

8. The Lindsay Light and Chemical Company merged into the
American Potash & Chemical Company in 1958; the American Potash &
Chemical Company merged into Respondent, Kerr McGee Chemical

Corporation, in 1967.
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9. The REF ceased operations in 1973 and is undergoing closure

proceedings through the IDNS. -

10. The REF mill tailings located at the Site contain
radionuclidés; which radioactively decay, emitting‘ionizipg
radiation such as alphé particles, beta partiéies.and gamma
radiation. Exposure to ionizing radiation, if at sufficiently
high doses and dose rates, can cause carcinogenic, genetic and
teratogenic effects. The mill tailings also contain heavy
,métals, including lead, barium and chrqmium. Effects of chronic.
‘exposure to low .levels of 1éad range from anemia to impairment of
thebnervoﬁs, hematopoietic and cardiovascular systems. The
effects of exposufe to barium can include péralysis,
cardiovascular abnormalities and gastroentéritis. Chrdnic
ihgéstion of hexavalent chromium can cause kidney damage, while

chronic inhalation can cause lung cancer.

11. During 1976, the RKP Site ﬁas bfiefly closed tp'alléw a
radiological survey of the area, and material was excavated from
near the tennis courts and_deposited in the primary.waéte area of
the landfill.’ A secufity fence was installed around the pximary’
‘waste aréa in early 1977. The purpose of the fence was to limit
access to areas éreating exposures above one?tenth of the NRC

-unrestricted access criterion of 2.0 mrad/hr.
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12. Based on results of investigations done on behalf of the NRC.
and the U.S. EPA, and taking into account such fectors as
populations at risk, the potential of hazardeus substances being_
present, the potential for contamination of drihking'water
supplies and the destruction of sensitivelecosystems,-the Reed

Keppler Park NPL Site was placed on the NPL in August 1990.

13. In 1982, Radiation Management Corporation completed a
radiological survey for the NRC. This survey found radiological.
contamination predominantly inside the fence. Two areaé
identified by thie survey‘outside the fenced area ihcluded a
strip directly north of the security fence and_a small deposit at

the southern end of the tennis courts.

14. Iﬁ November 1993, U.S. EPA established criteria for the
identification and cleanup of radionuclides at the Residential
Areas NPL Site. The U.S. EPA criteria.contained in the Action.
Criteria Document are more stringent than the %0 pR/hr eriterion
used in the 1984 and 1985 cleanups conducted by Kerr—MCGee. The
U.Ss. EPA currently believes that the presence of anyilead,_barium
and chromium at the Site is due to the presence of the mili
tailings and that excavation of the mill tailings to the cleanup
standards for radidnuclidee contained in the Action Criteria
Document will adequately mitigate any risk presented by these

metals. If during this removal U.S. EPA determines that’requnse
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‘action beyond that required under the current terms of this Order
is necessary to mitigate any risk presented by the metals, U.s.

EPA will‘follow the procedures in Section IX (Additiona; Werk);

15. In 1991, allimited site investigation for the West Chieago
Park District was conducted by Versar Inc. in-an area north and
east of the waste area where the Family Aquatic Center swimﬁing
nool had been proposed. As a result of that work, additional
surface radiological contamination and buried waste-material were
found at four additional areas: a strip directly west‘of the old
.'swimming—pool, an area further‘west from the old pool location at
"the site of a fermer pend, an area near an old bandstand, and an
area at the west end of National Street. An additional area
under the sidewalk of the Qld pool was identifieddduring the

construction of the Family Agquatic Center. -

~16. In the early spring of 1993, CH2M Hill initiated fieldwork

for a Remedial'Investigation (“RI") under contract to EPA. The

RI study included radiological walkover surveys of all known and

‘suspected contamlnated areas, surface soil, soil boring,

.vegetation, and groundwater samples.

17. Most of the radiological contamination in the landfilled
quarry is located within the fenced security area, although gome

contamination extends approximately 20 feet west of the fenced .
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area. Measured surface radiation expoéure rates. within the fence
have been as high as 1,600 uR/hr.. Based on subsurface
radiological data, the contamination is in a layer ranging in-
thickness ffom approximately 3 to 8 ft, and occurring at depths

up to 14 ft below land surface.

18: In March 1996, U.S. EPA issued the Action Memorandum for the
Site, pursuant to OSWER Directive 9360.3-01, selecting the

removal actions described in paragraph 26.

V. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DETERMINATIONS
 Based on the Findings of Fact set forth above, and the

Section 106 Administrative. Record, U.S. EPA has determined that:

19. The Site is a "facility" as defined by Section 101(9) of

CERCLA.

20. Radionuclides, lead, chromium and barium are "hazardous

substancesﬁ as defined by Section 101(14) of CERCLA.

21. Respondents are "persons'" as defined by Section 101(21)of

CERCLA.
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22. Respondents are persons who may be liable under Section

107(a) of CERCLA and, therefore, are subject to an administrative

order under Section 106(a) of CERCLA.

23. The conditions described in the Findings of Fact above and
the Action Memorandum constitute an actual or threatened
"release" of a hazardous substance from the facility into the

"environment" as defined by Sections 101(8) and (22) of CERCLA.

24. The conditions present at the Site constitute a threat to
public health, welfare, or the environment based upon the factors
set forth in Section 300.415(5)(2) of the NCP. These factors

include, but are not limited to, the following:

a. actual or potential exposure to‘nearby human
populations, animals, or the food chain from hazardous
éubstances,.pollutants or contaminants; this factorvis
piesentvat the Site due to the existencevof mill tailings in.
the soils, including areas wﬁi¢h>are or may be used for

recreation.

b. - high levels of hazardous substances or pollutants or
contaminants in soils largely at or near the surface, that
may migrate; this factcr is present at the Site due to the

existence of mill tailings in surface and near subsurface
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soils in concéntrations of up to 15,000 pCi/g of total
radium that may migrate due to wind, erosion, deliberate
human movement, or potential generation‘of radon/thoron gas

from highly contaminated soils at or near the surface.

c. = weather conditions that may cause hazardous substances
or poliuténts or contaminants to migrate or be released;‘
this factor is present at the Site due to the existence of
mill tailings in surface and near'subSUrface soils.thatvmay

migrate due to wind or erosion.

The actual or threatened release of hazardous substances

from the Site may present an imminent and substantial

endangerment to the public health, welfare, or the environment

within the meaning of Section 106 (a) of CERCLA.

26.

Based on the conditions at the Site and the actual or

threatened release 0f hazardous substances from the Site, U.S.

EPA determined in the Action Memorandum that the following

‘removal actions are necessary (more details on the selected

removal actions are contained in Section VII of this Order, in

the Action Memorandum and_the_Scope of Work) :

a. Soil sampling to further delineate areas above the

- cleanup criterion of 5 pCi/g total radium (Ra-226 plus Ra-
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228) above baekground or 7.2 pCi/g total radium (background
conditions are 2.2 pCi/g total radium). »

b. Exoavete,radiOactive contaminated materials from the RKP
Slte (including the fenced area and other areas identified
throughout the park) found to exceed EPA's dlscovery and
characterization criteria as defined for the Residential
Areas‘Site until levels at or below the verification
criteria are reached, inoluding impiementing the ALARA
principle (see action criteria document) .

c. Provide additional measures (e;g., institutional
contﬁols) for those linited and exceptional situations that
may occur where oomplete excavation of contaminated
materials cannot be reasonably accomplished and such
measures are needed to reduce exposuree and associated
risks.

d. Minimize the potential health-hazards to workers
performing the‘removal action‘and to nearby residents during
the removal action.

de, 'Consolidate landfili Wastes 1eft behind es'appropriate,
vand prov1de an adequate RCRA Subtitle D 1andf111 cover over
thls material. -

- £. Backfill the excavated areas with clean soil:end
appropriately restore the excavated areas for recreational

uses, or to such other condition as may be arranged with the -
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property owner, and restoré as required ﬁo'comply with RCRA

Subtitle D closure requirements. *

g; Use appropriate env1ronmental monltorlng during and

after removal to verlfy that cleanup levels are reached and‘

short-term impacts (e.g. generation of ‘dust during'removal)
- are minimized. | |

h. After excavation, transport excavated contaminated

materials removed from the RKP Site to an off-site disposal

facility licensed to accept and dispose of 11 (e) (2)

byproduct material.

27. Thé removal aCtions seleéted in the Action Memor;ndum
directly address actual or threatened releases of hazardous
substances at the Site. Excavation and off-Site disposal of the
hazardéus substances permanently segregates the contaminated
soils from the public and effectively reduces exposure tO nearby»
_pdpulations. For certain limited situétions where complete
.eXCavation ofvcontaminatedrsoils cannot be accompliéhed;
providing additional measufes aé nedes$ary also reduces exposure

to nearby ﬁopulations;

28. The removal actions required by this Order are necessary to
-protect the public health, welfare, or the environment, and are

not inconsistent with the NCP or CERCLA.
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VI. NOTICE TO THE STATE
29. U.S. EPA has notified the IEPA and IDNS that U.S. EPA
intends to issue this Order. As U.S. EPA deems appropriate,VU}S.
EPA will consult with the IEPA and IDNS, and the IEPA and IDNS
will have the opportunity to review and provide comments to
U.S. EPA regarding all Work to be performed, including reports,
'technlcal data and other deliverables, and any other issues which
arise while the Order remains in effect. The IDNS will conduct
verification activities at the Site during and after the_removal

‘actions are conducted, as described in the SOW.

VII. ORDER
30. Based on the foregoing, Respondents -are hereby ordered to
comply with all of the provisions of this Order, including but
not limited to all attachments to this Order, all documents
1ncorporated by reference into thlS Order, and all schedules and
deadllnes contained in thlS Order, attached to this Order, or

1ncorporated by reference into thls Order

VIII. woRK TO BE PERFORMED
31. Within fiVe (5) days after receiving notification from
U.S. EPA pursuant to Paragraph II.A. of_the'SOW that any_parcel"
| of property owned‘by Respondents requires excavation and
‘restoratiOn Work; Respondents shall record notice of and/or a

copy of this Order in the appropriate governmental office where
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land ownership and transfer records afé filedror recorded, and
shall ensure that the recording of said notice and/or Order is
indexed to the title of each and every parcel of property.owned
by Respondents at the Site, so as to pfovide notice to third

parties of the issuance and terms of this Order with respect to

those properties. Respondents shall, within ten (10) days after

such recording and indexing, send notice of such recording and

indexing to U.S. EPA.

32. All work plans, - reports, enginsering design documents, and
other deliverables (work plans and deiiverables), as described
Ehfoughout'this Order, will be reviewed and either approved,
approvéd with-mOdifications, or disapproved by U.S. EPA. In the
event of‘approval or approval with modifications by U.S. EPA,
Respondents shall prooeed to take any action required by the work
plan, ;eport, or otheér item, as approved or modified by U.S. EPA.
If the work plan or other deliverable is approved with

modifications or disapproved, U.S. EPA will provide, in writing,

comments or modifications required for approval. Respondents

shall amend the work plan or other deliverable to incorporate

only'those comments‘or modifications required by U.S. EPA.
Within ten (10) days of the date of U.S. EPA's written .
notification of approval with modifications or disapproval,
Respondents shall submit an amended work plan or other

deliverable, except that Respondents shall submit any amended
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honthly.schedule required in Paragraph IT.2. of the SOW within
five (5) days of the date of such notification. U.S. EPA shall
review the amended work plan or deliverable and either apprové or
diéapprove it. Failure to submit a work plan, amended work plan
of other deliverable within ﬁhe specified time frame shall
consﬁitute noncompliance With.this Order. Submission of an
amended work plan or other deliverable which fails to incorporate
all of U.S. EPA's required modifications, or which includes other
unrequested modifications, shall also constitute noncompliance
with this Order. Approval by U.S. EPA of the (améﬁded) work plan
or other deiiVerable shall cause:said‘approved (amended) work>
plan or'other'deliVerable to be iﬁcorporated herein as an
enforceable part ofvthis Order. If any (amended) work plan of
oﬁher deliVerébie is not approved by U.S. EPA, Respondents shali

be deemed to be in violation of this Order.

33. In the event of an inconsistency bétween this Order and any
subsequent approved (amended) work plan or other deliverable, the

' terms of this Order 'shall control.

34. The Work ﬁerformed by Réspondentsipufsuént.to this Order
»shall;-at a minimum, achieve the performance standards specified
in the Action Critefia7Document, the Action Meﬁérandum and the
Statement of Work. Nothing in this.Order, or in,U.S. EPA's

approval of any (amended)_work plan or other deliverable, shall



p—

19
be deemed to constitute a warranty or representation>of any kind
by U.S. EPA that full performance of the removal actions required

by this Order will achieve the performance standards set forth. in

}the Action Criteria Document, the Action Memorandum and the SOW.

Respondents’ compliance with such approved documents does not

foreclose U.S. EPA from seeking additional Work.

35. All materials removed from the Site shall be disposed of at
a facility apprcved in advance of removal by U.S. EPA's RPM/OSC.
and in accordance with: 1) § 121(d) (3) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.

§ 9621(d) (3); 2) the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

("RCRA"), 42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 to 6992k, as amended; 3) the

Procedures for Planning and Implementing Off-Site Response
Actions? 58 Fed. Reg. 49,200 (September 22, 1993); and 4) all
other applicable federal, State, and local requirements.
Respondents shall provide written notice to the RPM/OSC which

shall 1nclude ail relevant 1nformatlon regarding the receiving

'fa01llty, 1nclualng the 1nformatlon requlred by Paragraph 36,

before the hazardous substances are-actually shipped off-Site.

36. Prior to any off-Site shipment of hazardoue substances from
the Site to an out-of-state waete management facility,
Respondents shall provide written notlflcatlon to the approprlate
state env1ronmental official in the receiving state and to U. S

EPA's RPM/OSC cf such shipment of hazardous substances. However,
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the notification of shipments to the state shall not apply to any
off-Site shipmenfs when the total volume of all shipménts from
the .Site to the state will not exceed ten (10) cubic yards. The
notification shall be in writing, and shall include the following
information, where.available: (1) - the name andAlocation Qf the
facility to which the hazardous substances are to be shippéd;

(2) the type and quantity of the hazardous substances to be
shipped; (3) the expected schedule for the shipment of the
hazardous substances; and (4) the method of transportation.
Respondents shall notify the receiving state of major Chaﬁgés'in.
the shipment plan, such as a decision to'ship the hazardous
substances to another facility within ﬁhe same state, or to a

facility in another state.

37. Respondents shall cooperate with U.S. EPA in providing to
thé public information regarding the Work. When requesﬁedlby
U.s. EPA, Respondehté shall pafticipate in.the'preparation of
such information_for distributibn to'the'public.and.in public
meetings wﬁich may be'héld or sponsoﬁéd by U.S. EPA to éxplain

activities at or relating to the Site.

38. Respondents shall fulfill the requireménts‘specified in the
SOW and perform, at a minimum, the following removal actions
which are further defined by the Action Memorandum and the

attached Statement of Work {(“SOW”) :

N
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a. characterize and deslineate all areas bf the RKP Site
which exceed the discovery and charaéterization criteria
contained in the Action Criteria Document and identify aill
necessary information needed to determine appropriate
methods of excavation and waste héndling;

b. excavate contaminated materials from'areas at the Site
found to exceed the discovery and characﬁerization criteria
contained in the Action Criteria Document until levels at or
below the verification criteria contained in the Action
Criteria Document are reached, including following the "As
Low As Reasonably Achievable" principle;

c. prbvidé'additional measures for those limited and:
exceptional situations that may occur where complete
excavation of contaminated soils cannot be accomplished and
such measures are needed to reduce exposure and aséociated
risks;

d. minimize the potential health hazards to workers
performing: the removal action and to nearby residents or
ﬁéers of the park during the rémoval action;

e. baCkfill the excavations with clean soil and restore
affectea'areas to their'original,condition, or to such other
éonditiqn as'may\be arranged with the property QWner, and
restore areas with landfiiléd wasteé_left in place td comply

with RCRA Subtitle D reguirements;
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f. use appropriate environmental monitdring during and
after removal to verify that cleanup levels are reached and
short-term impacts are minimized; and
g. after excavatibn, traﬁspbrt all cpntaminated soils away -
from affected areas éhd ship all contaminated materials |
~removed from affected areas to a licensed permanent disposal
facility. Aall transpértation of contaminaﬁed materials
shall comply with appropfiate NRC, DOT, and IDNS

regulations.

39. Within 14 days of the effective daté of tﬁis'Order,
Respondents shall submit to U.S. EPA‘a work plan for the
Characterization and Delineation Phase of the removal actions at
the Site described in Paragraph I.A. of the SOW
("Characterization and Délineation Work Plan"). Respondents
shall develop the Work Plan in conformance with the SOW, the
Action Criteria Document, the Action Memorandum, CERCLA and the
- National’Contingency Plan. The Work Plan shall bevsuhjegt toi
review, modification,-and\approﬁal by ﬁ.S.iEPA.' Within fourteen.
“(14) days aftér ;he effective date of this’Order, the Respondentsv
shall alSo squit the draft Héalth and Séfety, Sampling and
Quality Assurance ?réject Plaﬁs which,-at a minimum, cover
: planned-activities in the Characterization and Delineation Work

-Plan, as specifiec by the SOW. The work plan shall provide a
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"CERCLA and the requirements of this Order, including the
standards, specifications and schedule contained in the approved

work plans.

42. 'Within 60 days after completion of all on-Site Work required
.under,this Order, Respondents shall submit for U.S. EPA review a
final.report summarizing the actions taken to comply with this
Order. The final report shall conform to the requirements set
forth in Section‘BOO 165 of the NCP. The final report shall also
1nclude a good faith estimate of total costs 1ncurred in
'complying with the Order, a listing of quantities and types of
materials removed off-Site or handled on-Site, a listing of the
ultimate destinations of those materials, a presentation of the
analytical results of all sampling and analyses performed by or
on behalf of Respondents, and accompanying appendices containing
all relevant documentation generated during the removal action

(e.g., manifests, invoices, bills, contracts, and permits).

43. The final report shall also include aIStatement that the on- -

Site Work has been completed in full satisfaction of the
i'requirements of this Order:as well as:the following certification
.of completion signed by a'reSponsible official of Respondents or
Respondents’ Project Coordinator- |

"To the best of my knowledge, after thorough _
investigation, I certify that the information contained
in or accompanying this submission is true, accurate.
and complete. I am aware that there are significant

%
AN
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penalties for'submitting false information, including
the possibility of fine and imprisonment £or knowing
violations." '

If U.S. EPA concludes, following the initial or any subsequent
certification of completion by Respondents that the Work has been

fully performéd in accordance with this Order, U.S. EPA may

notify Respondents that the Work has been fully performed. U.S.

EPA's notification shall be based on present knowledge and
Respondentis certification to U.S. EPA, and shall not limit U.S.
EPA's right to perfcrm periodic reviews pursuant to § 12i(c) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621 (c), or to take or iéquire any action
that in the judgment of ﬁ;S._EPA'is appropriate at the Siﬁe, in

accordance with 42 U.S.C. §§ 9604, 9606, or 9607.

IX. DDITIONAL WORK
44. In the event that U.S. EPA determines that additional Work

or modifications to Work are necessary to meet performance

standards, to maintain cons:stency with this Order or to

otherwise protect human heaith or the'envircnment,‘U;S; EPA'will
notify Respondents that add;:ionai Work is necessary. 'U.S. EPA
may also require Reépondentf to modify any plan, design, or other
deliverable‘required by thi :Order; including any approvec:

modifications.

45. Within tenty-one (21) .ays of receipt of notice from U.S.

EPA that additional Work is 1eceséary, Respondents shall submit
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for approval én'Additional Wofk Plan pursuant to Paragraph 44
herein. The Additional Work Plan shéll conform to this Order's
requirements for the Work Plan. 'Tpon U.S. EPA's approval of the
(amended) Additional Work Plan, the (amended) Additional Work
Plan shall becbme an enforceable_part of this Ordef,'and
Respondents shall implement the (amended) Additional Work Plan
for additional Work in éccordance with the standards,
specifications,'and’schedule containéd therein. Failure to
submit an Additional Work Plan within the specified time frame

shall constitute noncompliance with this Order.

X. ENDANGERMENT AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE
46. If any event during the éerformanCe>of;the Work causes or
';hreatenS'to cause a release of a hazardous substance or may
Pfesent>ap immediate threat to public health or welfare or the
environment, Respondents shall immediately take all appropriate
action to prevent, abate, or minimize'the threét, and shéll
immediately notify U.S: EPA'SIRPM/CSC or élternate RPM/OSC. If
neither of these persons_is.availéblé, Respbndents shall notify
the U.S. EPA Emergency Response Unit, Region V ét 312/353-2318.
Resandents'shall take further action in consultation with U.s.
~EPA's RPM/0OSC and in aCcordaﬁée with all applicable prOQisions of
‘this‘Order, including but not limitad to the health and safety
plan and the contihgency plan. 1In the event that Respondents

fail to take appropriate response action as required by this

)

e
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rsuch Work to the é&erall project schedule for removal actibn
completion; and (4) describe all problems encountered and any |
anticipated problems, any actual or anticipatéd delays, and
‘solutions developed and implemented to address any actual or

' anticipated problems or delays.

XII. QUALITY ASSURANCE, SAMPLING AND DATA ANALYSIS
49. Respondents shall use the guality assurance, quality
control, and chainbof-custody procedures described in the "U.S.
EPA NEIC Policies and Procedures Manual," May 1978, revised
‘May 1986, U.S. EPA-330/9-78-001-R; U.S. EPA's "Guidelihes and :
vSpecifications for Preparing QualitY‘Assgrance Program
Documentation," June 1, 1987; U.S. EPA's "Data Quality Objective
Guidance," (U.S. EPA/540/G87/003 and 004), and any amendments to
these documents, while conducting all sample collection and
analysis_activities related to air monitoring and sampling of
‘backfill material. To provide quality assurance and maintain
'quality controi;'Respondents shall:

a. Prlor to the commencement of any sampllng and analys1s
.related to air monltorlng, sampllng of backflll material, or
sampllng requlredyln the characterization phase of the removal,
"submit a Quality Assurance Project Pian (QAPP) to the U.S. EPA

that is consistent with Task 3 of the SOW, (amehded) work plans,

U.S. EPA's "Interim Guidelines and Specifications For Preparing
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Quality Assurance Project Zlans" (QAM-005/80), tﬁe U.S. EPA
Region V Model QAPP, and ary subsequent amendments.

" b. Prior to the deveicoment and submittal of the QAPP,
~attend a pre-QAPP heeting sponsored by U.S. EPA to identify all
monitoring and data quality objectives. U.85 EPA, after review
of the submitted QAPP, will’either'apprqve, conditionally
approve, or disapprove the QAPP. Upen notification of
conditional apprOvel or disapproval} Respondents shall make all
required modifications to the QAPP within fourteen (10) days of
receipt of such notificaticn.

c. Use only laboratories‘which have a documented Quality
Assurance Program that compiies with U.S. EPA geidance document
QAMS-005/80 and subsequent amendments.

df Ensure that the laboratory used by Respondents for
analyses performs according to a method or methods in the
vapproved QAPP.

e. Eneure that U.S. EPA personnel and U;S. EPA's authorized
representatives are allowed:access to the laboratory and

pereonnel utilized by Respondents for analyses.

50. Respondents shall notify U.S. EPA in advance'ofrany sample
eolleetion activity related>to air monitering, sampling bf
backfill material, or sampling required during the
characterization.phase. At the request of U.S.‘EPA, Respondents

shall allow U.S. EPA or its authorized representatives to take
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'split or duplicate samples of any samples collected by
Respondents with regard to air monitoring, sampling of backfill,
or characterlzatlon phase materlal In addition, U.S. EPA shall
have the right to take any additional samples that U.S. EPA deems

necessary .

XIII. COMPLiANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS
51. All aotions by Respondents taken pursuant to this Order
shall be petformed in aocordance'withvthe requirements of ali
‘applicable federal and State laws and regulations. U.S. EPA has
determined that the activities contemplated by this Order are not

inconsistent with the National Contingency Plan.

52. Except as provided in § 121(e) of CERCLA and in the NCP, no
permit shall be required for any portion of the Work conducted
entirely on—Site. Where any portion of the Work, including off-
Site activities necessary for completion of the Work requires a
'federal or State permit, Respondents shall submit tlmely
appllcatlons and take all other actions necessary to obtain and

" to comply with all such permlts or approvals

53. This Order is not and shall not be construed to be, a permit

issued pursuant to any federal or state statute or regulation.
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XIV..REMEDIAL PROJECT’MANAGER/ON—SCENE COORDINATOR
54. All communications, whether written cr oral, from
Respondents to U.S. EPA shall be directed to U.S. EPA's RPM/OSC,
‘unless-thé RPM/0OSC directs Reépondents otherwise. Except in
emergency situations, communicatiéns from Respondents should not
be directed to the Alternate RPM/0OSC without prior direction.from'
the RPM/OSC. Respondents shall submit to U.S. EPA as many copies
of any documents, including plans, reports, and other
correspondence, which are deQe1oped pursuant to this Order as the
RPM/OSC_requires, and shall send these documents by certified

mail (return receipt requested) or'by express mail.

U.S. EPA's Remedial Project Manager/On-scene Coordinator is:

David Seely

Superfund Division

U.S. EPA, Region 5

77 W. Jackson Blvd. (SR-6J)
‘Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590
312/886-7058 -

U.S. EPA's Alternate RPM/OSC is:

Rebecca Frey

Superfund Division

U.S. EPA, Region 5

77 W. Jackson Blvd. (SR-6J)
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590
312/886-4760 '

55. U.S. EPA may change its RPM/0OSC or Alternate RPM/OSC.  1If

U.S. EPA changes its RPM/OSC or Alternate RPM/OSC, U.S. EPA will
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inform Respondents in writing of the name, address, and telephone

number of the new RPM/OSC or Alternate RPM/0OSC.

56. U.S. EPA's RPM/OSC and Alternate RPM/OSC shall have the
authority lawfully vested in a Remediai Project Manager. (RPM) and
.Qn¢Scene Coordinator (0SC) by the National Contingency Plan. |
" U.S. EPA's RPM/OSC or Alternate RPM/OSC shall have authority,
consistent with the NCP, to halt any Work required by this Order,

and to take any necessary. response action.

XV. PROJECT COORDINATOR AND CONTRACTORS |
57. All aspects of the Work to be performed by Respondents
pursuant to this Order shall be under the direction and
supervision of a Project Coordinator quallfied to undertake and
complete the requirements of this Order. The Project Coordinator
shall be the RPM/0OSC's primary point. of contact with Respondents
and shall possess suffic1ent technical expertise regarding all
aspects of the Work. Within five (5) worklng days after the
| effective date of this'Order, Respondents shallnnotify U.S. EPA
in nriting of the-name and qualifications of the Project
Coordinator, including primary' support entities and staff,
proposed to‘be used in carrying out the Work.v U.S. EPA reserves

the right to disapprove the proposed Project Coordinator.'
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58. Within seven (7) days aftér U.S. EPA approves tze Work Plan,
Respondents shall identify a proposed construction ccntractor and
notify U.S. EPA in writing of the name, title, and qualifications
of the,constructioﬁ contractor proposed to be used Iz carrying

out the Work.

59. Respgndents shall submitva copy of the construction
contractor solicitation documents to U.S. EPA not later than five
{5) days after publiéhing the solicitation documents. .Upon U.S.
EPA's request, Réspondents shall submit complete copies of all.

bid packages received from ali contract bidders.

60. At least seven (7) days prior to commencing any Work at the
Site pursuant to this Order, Respondents shall submit to U.S. EPA
a certification that Respondents or its contractors and
subcontractors . -have adequate insurance coverage or have
indemnification for liabilities for'injuries orldamages to

- persons or property which may. result from the éctiVicies-to be'
condubtéd by'or-on behalf 6f'Respondents pursuant'to‘this_Order.
_Respondents éhall ensure that such insurance or indemnification
is maintained for the duration of the Work required by this

Order.

61. U.S. EPA retains thé'right to disapprove of tF= Project

Coordinator and any contractor retained by Respondents. In the
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'eVent-U.S. EPA disapproves a Projecc Coordinator or contractor,
Respondents shall retain a new project coordinator or contractor
to perform the.Worky and such seleciion shall be made within
seven (7) days following the date of U.s. EPA's‘disapproval. If
at any time Respondents propose to use a new project coordinator
Or contractor, Respondents shall notify U.S. EPA of the identity
of the new project coordinator Oor ccntractor at least fifteen
(15) days before the new project coordinator or contractor

performs any Work under this Order.

XVI. SITE ACCESS AND DCCUMENT AVAlLABILITY
62. Respondents shall provide or obtain access to the Site and
off-site areas to Wthh access 1s necessary to 1mplement this
Order, and shall provide access to all records and documentation
related to the conditions at the Site and the actions conducted
pursuant to this Order Such access shall be provided to EPA
employees contractors, agents, consultants, designees,'
representativesl and State repreSentatiVes These individuals
' shall be permltted to move freely at the Site and approprlate
’off site areas in order to conduct'actlons whlch EPA determlnes
to be necessary | Respondents shall submit to EPA, upon request,
the results of all sampllng or tests and all other data generated
by Respondents or their contractor, or on the Respondents' behalf

during 1mplementatfon of this Order.
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63: In all cases, Respondents shall use their pest efforts to-
obtain a written agreement for access to the properties not owned
by Respondents, including providing reasonable eompensation in
consideration of access. Said agreements shall provide access
for U.S. EPA, its contractors and oversight officials, the State
and its contractors, and Respondents or Resppndeﬁts’ authorized
repreeentatives and contractors. Séid agreements shall Specify
that Respondents are not U.S. EPA's representatives with respeet
to liability associeted with Site activities. .CQpies of such
agreeﬁents shall be proVided to U.S. EPA prior to Respondents'
initiation of £ield activities at those éropert;es. _If access
'agreements are not obtained within the time referenced above,
Respondents shall promptly notify U.S. EPA of their failure to

obtain access.

-64. If Respbndents_cannot obtain the necessary access
‘agreements, U.S. EPA may exercise noﬁ—reviewable discretion to:
(1) use its legaliauthorities'toxebtain access for Respondents;
(2) conduct reeponse'actioﬁs aﬁ the- property in question;‘or

. {3) terminate thié Order. If U.S. EPA conducts a fesponse action -
~ and does not termihate Ehe Order, Respondents‘shall perform all
other removel actiohs-reqﬁired by this Order that do not require
écéess to that property. vRespondents shall integrate the results‘
of any such tasks underte =n by U.S. EPA into their reports and

deliverables. Respondents shall reimburse U.S. EPA upon written
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demand for all response costs (including attorney fees) incurred

by the United States to obtain access for Respondents.

65. Respondents shall allow U.S. EPA and its authorized
representatives and contractors to enter and freely move about
all property at the Site and off-Site. areas subject to or
atfected by the Work under this Order or where documents required
" to be bPrepared or maintained by this Order'are located, for the

purposes of inspecting condltlons, act1v1t1es,'che results of

act1v1ties records, operating logs, and contracts related to the

Site or Respondents and their representatives or. contractors
pursuant to this Order, reviewing the progress of Respondents 1n-
carrying out the terms of this Order; conducting tests as U.S.
EPA or its authorized representatives or contractors deem
necessary;-using a camera, sound recording device or other
documentary type equipment ; and verifying the data submltted to

- U.s. EPA by RespOndents; Respondents shall allow U.S. EPA and
1ts authorized . representatives to enter the Site, to inspect and
copy all records, files, photographs documents, sampling and
monitoring data, and other writings related to Work undertaken in
~ carrying out-this‘Order. Nothing herein sha’l llmit U S. EPA's

-rlght of entry or 1nspection authority under rederal law, and

U S. EPA retains all of its 1nformatlon gathcring and enforcement

authoriries and rights under CERCLA RCRA, z-d any other

applicahie statutes and regulations.

“\..‘_,/"
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LY

‘their employees, agents, or representatives for purposes ¢
investigation, information gathering or testimony concern_“g ‘the

vperformanoe of the Work.

68. Until ten (10) years after U.S. EPA provides notice'pursnant.
to Paragraph 83 of this Order, Respondents shall’preserve, and .
shall instruct their contractors and agents to preserve, all
documents, records, and information of whatever kind, nature or
descrlptlon relatlng to the performance of the Work. Upon the:
conclus1on of this document retentlon period, Respondents shall
notlfy the United States at least ninety (90) days prior to the
destructlon of any such records, documents or 1nformat10n, and,
upon request of the United States, Respondents shall deliver all

such documents, records and informationvto U.S. EPA.

69. Respondents may assert a claim of business confldentﬂallty
covering part or all of the information submitted to U.S. ZPA
pursuant to the terms of this Order under 40 C,F.R. §'2.203,;
provided sﬁohrciaim is not inconsistent with § 104 (e)(7) of
CERCLA or other provisions of law. This claim shall be asserted
in the manner'described by 40 C.F.R. § 2.203(b) and substantiated
by’Respondents at the time the claim is made. Information
determined to be confidential by U.S. EPA will be given the
prOtection_specified in 40 C.F.R. Part 2. If no such claim -

accompanies the information when it is submitted to U.S. EPA, it
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XVIII. DELAY IN PERFORMANCE

71. Any delay in performance of this Order according to its

terms and schedules that U.S. EPA deems is not properly justlfled

by Respondents under the terms of thlS Section shall be
considered a violation of this Order. Any delay in performance
of this‘Order‘shali not affect Respondents' obligations to fully
perform all obligations under the terms and conditions of this

Order.

72. pRespondents shall notify U.S. EPA of ény delay'or
'anticipated-delay in performing any requirement of this Order.
Such notification shall be made by telephone>to U.S. EPA'S
RPM/OSC or Alternate RPM/OSC within forty-eight (48) hours after
Respondents first knew or should have known that a delay might
occur. Respondents shall adopt all reasonable measures to av01d
or minimize any such delay. Within seven (v)‘days-after
notlfylng U. S EPA by telephone, Respondents shall prov1de

' wrltten notification fully describing the nature of the delay,
,any justlflcatlon for delay,_any reason why Respondents should
not be held strictly accountable for falllng to comply with any -
relevant requlrements of this Order, the measures planned and
taken to minimize the delay, and a schedule for inplementing the

.measures that will e taken to mitigate the.effect of the delay.

Increased costs or expenses associated with implementation of the
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activities called for in this Order is not a justifi:ation'for

any delay'in performance.

‘XIX. UNITED STATES NOT LIABLE
73. The United States and U.S. EPA are not to be ;cnstrued as
parties to, and do not assume any liability for, any contract
eﬁtered into by Respondents to carry out the activities pursuant
to this Order. The proper completion of the Work under this
Order is solely the responsibility of Respondents. The United
States and U.S. EPA, by issuance of this Order, also assume no
liability for any injuries.or damages to persoﬂs or pfoperty
resulting from acts or omissions by'Respoﬁdénts, or their
directors, officefs, employees; agents, representatives,
successors, assigns, contractors, or consultants in carrying out

any action or activity required by this Order.

XX. ENFORCEMENT AND RESERVATIONS

74. U.S. EPA reserves the right to bring an action against

' ReSpondents under § 107 of CERCLA fdr recbvery of any response

’costs incurred by the United States rélated to this Order, the

Site or any other site at which Respondents may be a liable
person. This reservation shall include but not be limited to .

past costs, direct costs, indirect costs, the costs of oversight,

‘the costs of compiling the cost documentation to support
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oversight cost demand, as well as accrued interest as provided in

§ 107(a) of CERCIA.

75. .Notwithstanding>any other prOvision of this Order, at any
time during the removal actions, U.S. EPA may perform its own
studles complete the removal actlons (or any portion of the
removal actlons) as provided in CERCLA and the NCP, and seek

reimbursement from Respondents for its costs, or seek any other

appropriate relief.

- 76. Should Respondents violate this Order or any provision
hereof, EPA may terminate this Order and carry out the required
removal actlons unllaterally, pursuant to Section 104 of CERCLA,
and/or may seek judicial enforcement of this Order pursuant to

Section 106 of CERCLA.-

.77. Nothlng in this Order shall preclude U.S. EPA from taklng
any addltlonal enforcement actlons, 1nclud1ng modification of

\ thls>0rder or 1ssuance of additional'Orders, and/or additional
remedial or removal actions as U. S . EPA may deem.necessary, or
from requiring Respondents in the future to perform addltlonal'
act1v1t1es pursuant to CERCLA or any other applicable law. This
Order shall not affect Respondents’ liability under CERCLA

§ 107(a) for the costs of any such additional actions.
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78. Notwithstanding any provision of this Order, the United

States hereby retains all of its information gathering,

_inspection and enforcement authorities and rights under CERCLA,

RCRA and any other applicable statutes or regulations.

.79. Nothing in this Order shall constitute or be construed as a

release from any claim, cause of action or demand in law or

equity against any person for any liability it may have arising

out of or relating in any way to the Site.

80. 1If a court»issues'anrorder that invalidates any provision of
this Order or finds: that ﬁespondents have sufficient cause not to

comply with one or more provisions of this Order, Respondents

- shall remain bound to comply with all provisions of this Order

not invalidated by the court's order.

'XXI. ACCESS TO-'ADMlNISTRA'I.‘IVE‘ RECORD
81. 'The Section 106 Administrative Record is available for
review on normal bus1ness days between the hours of 9 OO a.m. and

5:00 p.m. at the U.S. EPA Region v, 77 West Jackson Boulevard

,Chicago,vIllin01s. An Index of the Administrative Record,is»

attached_hereto as Appendix 1.
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XXITI. EFFECTIVE DATE AND TERMINATION
-_82. This Order shall become effectlve twe_'re (12) days after the

date of 1ssuance

- 83. After it receives Respondents' certif;cation of completion
under Paragraph 43, U.S. EPA may require such additional
activities as may be necessary to complete zhe Work or U.S. EPA
may, based upon such certification and U.S. EPA's concurrent

knowledge, issue written notification to Respondents that the

Work has been completed as appropriate <.S. EPA's notlflcatlon'

shall not 11m1t U.S. EPA's right to take ox requlre any action
that -in the judgment of U.S. EPA is appropriate at the Site, in
accordance with,Section 104, 106 or 107 of ERCLA. The
prov151ons of this Order .shall be deemed tc be satlsfled when
U.S. EPA notifies Respondents 1n writing tnat Respondents have
demonstrated, to U S EPA's satisfaction; ,nat all terms of the
Order‘hafe been cOmpleted;[ Thls notlce shall not, however,-
terminate Respondent's obllgatlon to compl" w1th Sectlon XVII

{(Record Preservatlon)

-XXIIII NOTICE OF INTENT TO COMPLY
84. On or before the effectlve date of th s Order, Respondents

must submit to U.s. EPA a written notice s-atlng the -

unequivocal intention to. comply with all terms of th = Order.: In
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the event Respondernts fail to providé‘said writteﬁ notice of
their unequivocal intentizn to combly with this Order'on or-

- before the-effective date, Respondents shall be deemed to have
fefuséd to comply with this Order. If Respondents fail to
>provide.timely'notice of their intent to'comply with this Order,
.it.éhall theréafter‘haVe no authority to perfdrm‘any_fesponsé'
action at théusite, pursuant to §§ 104(a) and 122(e) (6) of>.
CERCLA. In the event Respondents subsequently change their
decision and désire to ‘acguire éuthority from U.S. EPA under

§§ 104(a).and 122(8)(6) of CERCLA to undertake the Wbrk desctibed
in this Order,_Respondents must providé'the notice described in
this Paragraph to U.S. EPA and receive from:U;S. EPA written

permission and authority to proceed with Work under this Order.

XXIV. PENALTIES
85. Respondents shall bé subject.to civil penalties under
§ 106(b),of CERCLA; 42 U.S.C. § 9606(b), of not more-than_SZS)OdO
for each day in‘wﬁidh Respoﬁdents violate;.or_fail or refuse to
édmply with this Ordet.withqut:sﬁfficient céusef In addition, -
'failure tolproperlyrprovide'remdval actions under this.Order, or -
ény portion hereof, may result in liability under § 107(c) (3) th
'CERCLA, 42 U;S.C._§ 9607(€)(3))‘fof'punitive damagés in antamouﬁt
'.at‘léaét equal to,rénd not more_thaﬁ three times the amoﬁnt-of
any’ costs incujred'by‘the'Fund_as>a result of such failure to

~ take proper ac lon.
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XXV. OPPORTUNITY TO CONFER
86. On or before the effective date of this Order, Respondents
'may submit~written‘oomments to U.S."EPA. If Respondents assert a
"sufficient cause"‘defenSe under § 106 (b) of CERCLA Respondents_
shall describe the nature of any "sufficient cause" defense uSing
facts that eXist on or prior to. the effective date of: this Order.
The absence of a response by U.S. EPA shall not be deemed to be
acceptance of Respondents' assertions. |
873 Within five (5) days afterlthe date of issuance of this
Order, Respondents may request a'conferenee‘with ther.S. EPAdtoa
discuss this Order If requested, the conference-shall occur
Within 12 (twelve) days of the date of issuanee of this Order, at

- the office of U.S. EPA, Region 5, in Chicago, Illinois.

- 88. The purpose and scope of the conference shall be limited to
issues involv1ng the implementation of the Work and the extent to
’.which Respondents intend to comply Wlth this Order. This
vconference is not an ev1dentiary hearing and does not constitute
a proceeding to challenge this Order It does not give: |
Respondents a right to seek review of this Order or to seek
resolution of potential liability No record of the conference -
(e.g.‘stenographic, tape_or other physical record) will be made;
At an& conference held pursuant to_Respondents' request,
Respfndents may_appear in person or by -an attorney or“other
repr&sentative,',Reduests_for a conference must be by telephone

'_followed by writter confirmation to U.S. EPA's RPM/OSC.
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So Ordered, this 2§ day of Septemter, 1996

/

BY: —
William E. Muno,'qérector
Superfund Division ' _ ,
U.S.rEnVironmental Protection Agency, Region V
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ATTACHMENT 1

- STATEMENT OF WORK



STATEMENT OF WORK FOR THE
KERR-McGEE REED-KEPPLER PARK SUPERFUND SITE
WEST CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

I PURPOSE

The purpose of this Statement of Work ("SOW") is to set forth the requirements for
implementation of time-critical removal actions at the Kerr-McGee Reed-Keppler Park
Superfund Site ("Site"). Respondents shall implement all Work described in this SOW in
accordance with the Order to which this SOW is attached and the Action Memorandum. In
the event of any inconsistency between this SOW and the Order, the Order shall govern.

IL. DESCRIPTION T - ICAL REMOVA TION TO BE
TED BY P E

The activities associated with the time-critical removal action are being conducted in three
phases. Respondents shall conduct the activities, as generally described in Paragraphs ILA.
and II.B. below. United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and/or Illinois
Department of Nuclear Safety (IDNS) intend to conduct other phases of the activities, as
generally descnbed in paragraph II.C. below.

A. CHARACTERIZATION AND DELINEATION PHASE: During this phase, the
Respondents shall conduct an investigation to further characterize and delineate the
extent of contamination existing at the Site above the discovery and characterization
criteria defined in the Action Criteria document. Additionally this investigation shall
gather sufficient information to allow Respondents to plan and design the removal of
contamination above the cleanup level. Within seven days of the effective date of the
Order, EPA intends to provide Respondents with the initial characterization '
information collected during the Remedial Investigation field activities conducted by -

- EPA. The Respondents shall develop and submit a work plan subject to review and .

~ approval by EPA which identifies activities associated with the characterization and
delineation phase. This work plan shall include a Health & Safety Plan, Field
Sampling Plan and a Quality Assurance Project Plan which cover activities in the
characterization and delineation phase. Upon EPA approval, the Respondents shall

* conduct the investigation subject to the schedule defined in the work plan. Upon
‘completion of this investigation, the Respondents shall provide a characterization and
delineation report to EPA. This report shall include the results of the characterization
and delineation investigation and identify proposed areas in Reed-Keppler Park which
exceed the discovery and characterization criteria and need to beremediated. EPA will
review this report and identify to the Respondents whxch areas will require
remediation.’
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EXCAVATION AND RESTORATION PHASE: The Respondents shall submit a
work plan to EPA within thirty (30) days of the effective date of the Order for review
covering the excavation and restoration phase. It is anticipated that this document will
provide all general information which will not be affected by the results of the
characterization and delineation phase work. Information which may be affected
should be provided to the extent possible with the caveat that it may change based upon
the characterization and delineation phase results. The Respondents shall submit to
EPA a draft Excavation and Restoration Work Plan along with the characterization and
delineation report which supplements the work plan specified above. During this _
phase, Respondents shall remove contaminated materials from each area of the site that'
- EPA determines exceed the discovery and characterization criteria and notifies
Respondents pursuant to Paragraph II.a. the contaminated areas require Excavation and
Restoration Phase Work. As used in this SOW, "contaminated materials" means soils
that exceed the discovery and characterization criteria and any other materials (e. g., -
concrete, wood, debris) that have become contaminated with hazardous substances as a
result of the thorium mill tailings at the Site. Respondents shall excavate contaminated -
materials from each such area of the site to levels that meet the verification criteria.
Prior to backfilling any excavated area with clean soil, Respondents shall notify EPA ‘
that Respondents believe the cleanup criteria have been met in that area. EPA/IDNS
then intend to conduct verification activities (described below). If EPA, in consultation
with IDNS, determines that the cleanup criteria have not been met, Respondents shall
conduct additional excavation work as necessary to meet the verification criteria. If
EPA, in consultation with IDNS, determines that the verification criteria have been met
at an excavated area, EPA shall notify Respondents, and Respondents shall: backfill
the excavation with clean soils to provide a Subtitle D landfill cover which
substantively complies with the Solid Waste Disposal Act over any non-thorium related
wastes left in place; prevent precipitation run on; provide measures for controlling
runoff; and shall appropriately restore the site for recreational uses or to such other
condition as the property owner has approved in writing.

- Limited expedited excavations may take place prior to the formal approval of the
excavation and restoration work plan only on previously identified contaminated areas
outside the fenced area in order to minimize the impact on the recreational uses of the
park. In these limited cases, the Respondents shall prepare and submit to EPA for
review and approval a mini-work plan which specifies all activities, including
restoration, to be implemented. After approval by EPA, the Respondents shall
implement these limited excavations and restorations as soon as practlcable
Verification, backfilling, and restoration of these areas will be conducted consistent
with the requirements specified above.

VERIFICATION PHASE: During this phase, EPA/IDNS intend to conduct
sampling, surveying and testing activities to determine whether the verification criteria
have been met at all areas undergoing the Excavation and Restoration Phase Work.
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EPA/IDNS indend to conduct this phase of the project at each such area: 1) after
excavation Work but before backfilling and restoration Work. i.e., after Respondents
have notified EPA that they believe they have met the verification criteria; and 2) after
backfilling of the excavation. For the verification activities that occur in the open
excavation, EPA will notify Respondents whether the verification criteria have been
met so the excavation may be backfilled and the property restored.

A more detailed description of the Work to be conducted by Respondents during the
Excavation and Restoration Phase is provided below:

1. Access Agreements

Respondents shall obtain access agreements to any areas of the Site not under their control as
provided in Section V of the Order (Access to Property).

2. Excavation of Contaminated Areas

Within 7 days after U.S. EPA's approval of Respondents’ Excavanon and Restoration Phase

- Work Plan ("Work Plan") (described in Section III of this SOW and Section VIII of the

Order), Respondents shall begin excavation Work in the areas that EPA has identified as
requiring excavation. All excavation Work shall be conducted to meet the cleanup criteria
using such procedures and equipment as necessary and appropriate and as described in the
approved Work Plan. Respondents shall supply adequate staffing of excavation crews to
ensure that Work at the Site is conducted without unnecessary delay.

As part of the monthly written progress report described in Section XI of the Order
(Reporting), Respondents shall submit a monthly schedule containing a list of activities to be
conducted in the subsequent 45 days.

During its review of the monthly schedules, EPA may re-prioritize certain activities that EPA
determines will minimize any potential exposures to the community and significant detrimental
effects on recreational activities at the park. Respondents shall conduct excavations at the -

~ areas in the order of precedence established in the approved schedule.

After all exc_avatibn activities within an area have been compieted and prior to backﬁllin_g any
area, the Respondents shall document the extent of excavation, document the locations and
generally characterize any landfilled wastes which may be left in place. These activities shall

“be implemented consistent with _the procedures specified in the approved Work Plan.

When Respondents believe, after conducting excavation Work, that they have met the cleanup
criteria in an area, they shall immediately notify EPA in accordance with the procedures
established in the approved Work Plan and provide any supporting documentation. After
receiving such notice, EPA/IDNS will conduct Verification Phase sampling, surveying and
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 testing of the specified area. If EPA, in consultation with IDNS. determines that the cleanup
criteria have not been met, Respondents shall conduct additional excavation Work as necessary -
to meet the cleanup criteria and again notify EPA that they believe they have met the cleanup
criterion of 7.2 pCi/g of dry soil. If EPA, in consultation with IDNS, determines that the
cleanup criteria have been met, EPA shall so notify Respondents, and Respondents shall
commence restoration of the property.

3. Bg storation of Work Areas

After EPA has notified Respondents that Respondents have met the cleanup criteria at an area
based on EPA/IDNS surveys, samples and tests in the open excavation, Respondents shall
begin restoration of the area as promptly as is practicable, but no later than 7 days after the
receipt of such notice, or otherwise specified in the Excavation and Restoration Work Plan.
Respondents shall complete restoration of the area as expeditiously as practicable.

. Respondents shall use clean soils, determined by sampling, to backfill the areas from which
contaminated materials have been excavated, and shall re-establish previous contours. In areas
where landfilled wastes remain after the cleanup criteria have been met, the Respondents shall
- provide a landfill cover which substantively complies with RCRA Subtitle D requirements for
landfill closures. Any waste left in place may be consolidated to. minimize the landfill cover -
requirements. Excavated and/or disturbed areas shall be restored, to the extent practicable, to
original conditions or such other conditions as the owner of the property may approve in
writing. Sod or appropriate grass seed shall be used for areas that were grass-covered prior to
excavation and Respondents shall replace any vegetation that has been removed with

~ appropriate nursery stock to the extent practicable.

After restoration of an area, Respondents shall obtain written acceptance of the restoration
Work from the property owner, showing that the property owner agrees that Respondents have
fulfilled their agreement to restore the property. In the event that Respondents and the
property owner cannot reach an agreement that the property has been properly restored, the
EPA Remedial Project Manager ("RPM™) shall resolve the dispute. Respondents shall
promptly take any actions the EPA RPM deems necessary to restore the area.

‘ Respondents shall supply adequate staffing of restoration crews to ensure that Work at the Slte |
is conducted without unnecessary delay. -

-4, Hgnglmg.-.f‘! ransportation and Disposal of Excavated Materials -

The contaminated materials at this Site have been classified as "11(e)(2) byproduct material” as
defined by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 2014(e)(2). As soon as
possible after excavation Work at any area, but in no case later than the end of the work day,
Respondents shall transport all contaminated materials away from the Site to a facility licensed
to accept 11(e)(2) byproduct material, in accordance with the procedures in the approved Work
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- Plan. Transportation of contaminated materials shall be done in accordance with applicable
Department of Transportation and IDNS regulations.

Respondents shall arrange for the disposal of all contaminated materials removed from affected
areas pursuant to this SOW at a permanent disposal facility licensed to accept and permanently
dispose of 11(e)(2) byproduct material.

Respondents shall track all materials excavated or removed from the Site by keeping a log of
all activities. Such information shall include, at a minimum, dates of excavation and volumes
of materials excavated from affected areas, dates and volumes of materials handled and
transported away from such areas, and dates and volumes of materials transported to the
licensed permanent disposal facility or facilities. Such information shall be transmitted to EPA
~ in electronic format suitable for incorporation into EPA's electronic database for this Site.

5. Dust Coritrol Measures and Air Monitoring

During all excavation, transportation and associated contaminated materials-handling Work,
Respondents shall implement dust control measures to minimize the occurrence of dust and/or
contaminated soil from becoming airborne. Respondents shall conduct monitoring near
excavation locations to provide both for worker protection and protection of the general public
" from contaminated dust emissions. - Respondents shall include in the Work Plan a detailed
description of the dust control measures and monitoring that will be implemented during the
Excavation and Restoration Phase. Corrective measures shall be taken accordmg to the Work
Plan at all times when visible dust is generated from site activities.

III. SCQP!NQ AND PLANNING DOCUMENTS FOR REMOVAL ACTION

Respondents shall prepare and submit to EPA for review and approval as provided in Section .
VII of the Order the scoping and planning documents described below. The approved
documents will become enforceable parts of the Order. The documents shall describe in detail

. the steps to be taken to implement the design, construction, operation and maintenance of the
Excavation and Restoration Phase at the Site. Respondents are responsible for the timely -
implementation of the Excavation and Restoration Phase Work in accordance with the EPA- -
approved plans. The schedule for submlttal of the documents is described in Sectlon IV of this
SOW. :

Task 1: - Charact_erizatidn and Delineation Phase Work

Subtask A: Characterization and Delineation Work Plan
Subtask B: = Characterization and Delineation Report
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Task 2: . Excavation and Restoration Phase Work

Subtask A: Excavation Plan

Subtask B: Dust Control Plan

Subtask C: Air Monitoring Plan _

Subtask D: Permitting and Access Requirement
Plan '

Subtask E: Traffic Control Plan

Subtask F: Site Security Plan

Subtask G: Pre-Verification Screemng Samplmg
Plan

Subtask H: Restoration Plan

Task 3: Quality Assurance Project Plan and Field Sampling Plan
Task 4: Construction Quality Assurance Plan
Task 5: Heaith and Safety .Plan
Task 6: Emergency Contingency Plan
Task 7: Preconstruction Meeting and Routine Progress Meetings

Task 1: Characterization and Delineation Phase Work

Respondents shall submit a Work Plan (“Characterization and Delineation Work Plan”)
for EPA review and approval in accordance with Section VII of the Order (Work to be
Performed), and in accordance with the schedule in Section IV of this SOW. The

-Work Plan shall contain detailed descnpnons of the plans for the subtasks listed below:

.Subtask A: Qha[agtguzatlgn and Dglmggpgn Wgrk Plag

Within fourteen days of the effective ‘date of the Order, the Respondents shall pro\(‘ide '
to EPA a Characterization and Delineation Work Plan which describes the proposed -
work required by this paragraph. The Work Plan shall specify the Respondents’

. approach to delineate all areas of contamination present at the site and include rationale
to be utilized to identify areas of contamination requiring excavation. Also, this plan

should identify methods for obtaining any information necessary to determine
appropriate waste handling procedures. At a minimum, this Work Plan shall identify
the type, numbers and approximate locations of all proposed sampling activities. This
plan shall include the Health & Safety Plan, Sampling Plan, and Quality Assurance
Project Plan which cover activities to be undertaken during this phase. Additionally,
this Work Plan shall identify the schedule of activities to expedite the overall removal.
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Subtask B: Characterization and Delineation Report

Subject to the schedule identified by the Characterization and Delineation Work Plan,
the Respondents shall submit a Characterization and Delineation Report. This report
shall include, at a minimum, sample results, sample methods utilized, deviations from
the original work plan, and the rationale and recommendations of areas requiring - .
excavation.

Task 2: Excavation and R ion P Wor

Respondents shall submit to EPA within thirty (30) days of the effective date of the
Order a Work Plan for review and approval in accordance with Section VII of the -
Order (Work to be Performed), and in accordance with the schedule in Section IV of
this SOW. This Work Plan shall provide all general information which is unaffected

_ by the characterization and delineation phase work. Also this plan should identify the

. initial excavation strategy which will be supplemented by detailed ammendments for
specific areas after the characterization and delineation phase results are available. The
Work Plan shall document and detail the overall scope and management strategy for
performing the design, construction, operation, maintenance and monitoring of the
Excavation and Restoration Phase Work. The Work Plan shall document the _

* responsibility and authority of all organizations and key personnel involved with the
implementation of the Excavation and Restoration Phase Work and shall include a
description of qualifications of key personnel directing the activities, including key
contractor personnel and leaders of the excavation/ restoration work crews. The Work
Plan shall describe in detail the equipment, procedures and materials that may be used
during all phases of the Excavation and Restoration Phase Work (including excavation,

_restoration, materials handling and transportation), including identification of the
source and physical characteristics of the soil that will be used as backfill to restore
excavated areas. The Work Plan shall describe the notification procedures to be used
to notify EPA when Respondents believe, after excavation but before backfilling, that
they have met the cleanup criteria at areas designated for excavation and restoration
Work. In addition, the Work Plan shall describe the data to be collected and recorded
by Respondents in connection with the Excavation and Restoration Phase Work and the
procedures for transferring that information to EPA as that Work progresses. If at all
possible, such information shall be transmitted to EPA in electronic format suitable for

~ incorporation into EPA's electronic database for this Site. The Work Plan also shall
contain a schedule for the Excavation and Restoration Phase Work.

In addition to addressing the above-listed items, the:Work Plan shall contain detailed -
descriptions of the plans for the subtasks listed below: - :



Subtask A: Excavation Plan

Respondents shall submit an Excavation Plan which shall describe in detail, at a
minimum, the methods to be employed during the excavation. This plan shall provide
the Respondents’ strategy for handling all types of wastes which may be encountered
during the excavation, any segregation methods for separating the radioactive
contaminated wastes from any other landfilled wastes encountered, and any special
handling procedures to be utilized during the excavation work. This plan shall identify
any planned stockpile areas and methods to be used to control environmental releases
from such stockpiles (i.e., run on/runoff protection, dust/radioactive particulate
emissions, etc.). In addition, this plan shall identify proposed schedules for all
excavations to be conducted.

This plan shall be supplemented with detailed plans for specific areas of excavation
once the characterization and delineation results are available and will be submitted to
EPA in accordance with the schedule contained in the Characterization and Delineation

- Work Plan. _ ’

kB: D ntrol Plan -
Respondents shall submit a Dust Control Plan which shall describe in detail, at a
minimum, the methods to be employed during all phases of the Excavation and
Restoration Phase (including excavation, restoration, transportation and associated
materials handling Work) to minimize the occurrence of dust and/or contaminated soil
from becoming airborne, and the corrective measures to be implemented in the event
that excessive dust and/or contaminated soil becomes airborne. If water is used as a
dust control measure, the plan shall describe the procedures that will be used to control
or contain runoff. '

i Ai i lan
Respondents shall submit an Air Monitoring Plan which shall describe in detail, ata -
minimum, the methods to be used to conduct air monitoring around the excavation

~ locations. Monitoring near excavation locations shall be conducted as necessary to

ensure that excessive airborne contaminated dust or nuisance dust are not being
released from site activities. Monitoring shail be conducted both within restricted
excavation areas (for worker protection) and at the perimeter of and/or outside
restricted areas (for protection of the general public). This plan will be supplemented
when results are available and as specified by the Characterization and Delineation
Work Plan. ' ’



D; Permitting and Access R irmnPljn

Respondents shall submit a plan which shall outline and include, at a minimum, a
comprehensive list of all permits required in conjunction with the Excavation and
Restoration Phase Work, procedures and estimated time frames for acquiring required
permits, procedures and methods to be implemented to ensure compliance with
permitting requirements, and procedures and methods to be implemented to obtain
access and to follow up when access is not obtained. - The plan also shall describe the
procedures to be used to ensure that buried underground utilities are not damaged
during removal activities, and corrective measures to be taken in the event that such
damage occurs. '

Subtask E: Traffic Control Plan

Respondents shall submit a plan which shall describe the procedures to be used to
control traffic in the event that excavation/restoration Work must be conducted on or
near roadways or sidewalks. Additionally, this plan shall include provisions to
minimize the impact of access for the West Chicago Park District personnel to their
work areas and the impact on any organized recreational activities held in the park.
‘This plan will be supplemented when the results are available and as specified by the
Characterization and Delineation Work Plan.

Subtask F: Site S ity Pl
Respondents shall submit a plan which shall describe in detail the procedures that shall
be used to prevent access from the general public to areas where excavation/
restoration Work is being conducted, including those times when an excavation is left
open during periods of no on-Site activity. This plan shall include all provisions

necessary to restrict public access to work areas necessary to protect public health
while recognizing the high recreational acuvxty levels in the park.

Respondents shall submit a plan which shall de‘scribe in detail the field methods,
sampling procedures and analytical methods that Respondents will use during
excavation activities, prior to the verification activities that will be conducted by
EPA/IDNS, to determine when Respondents believe they have met the cleanup criteria
at an excavated area. The plan shall contain sufficient information to ensure that, if
Respondents follow such methods and procedures, EPA/IDNS verification activities
will indeed confirm that the cleanup criteria have been met. (Note that this plan is not
a Quality Assurance Pro;ect Plan.) Respondents shall use adequate field and laboratory -
instruments, in up-to-date calibration and good working order, to perform the pre- '
verification screening sampling. - - :
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Subtask H: Restoration Plan

Respondehts shall submit for review and approval by EPA a Restoration Plan which
shall describe in detail, at a minimum, the methods to be employed during the
restoration activities. This plan shall provide the Respondents’ strategy for restoring

 the site to original condition, to the extent practical. This plan shall detail proposed

final contours and any vegetation needed for restoring the site. In addition, this plan
shall provide schedules for restoration of individual areas and the site as a whole. This
plan will be supplemented when the results are avallable and as specified by the
Characterization and Delineation Work Plan.

lity Assurance Project Plan and Fiel ling Plan

Respondents shall develop a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) and a Field

Sampling Plan (FSP) for the following limited aspects of the Work:

1) Characterization and delineation investigation activities;
2) Air monitoring-activities; and
3) Sampling of backfill material to ensure that the material used to restore

excavated properties is clean, meaning that the radiological and chemical
composition of the backfill material must be within background ranges
for the Site as established by EPA. -

The FSP shall supplement the QAPP and shall address all sample collection activities
associated with the above-listed aspects of the Work.

- Respondents shall attend a pre-QAPP meeting with U.S. EPA prior to preparation of

the QAPP. The QAPP shall address all sample analysis and data handling for the
above-listed aspects of the work, and shall be prepared in accordance with the U.S.:
EPA Region 5 model QAPP. The QAPP shall at a minimum include:

Project Description :
* Facility Location History
* Past Data Collection Actmty
~* Project Scope
* Sample Network Design -
* Parameters to be Tested and Frequency
~* Project Schedule '

‘Project Organization and Responsibility _
Quality Assurance Objectives for Measurement Data



11

* Level of Quality Control Effort
* Accuracy, Precision and Sensitivity of Analysis
Completeness, Representativeness and
Comparability

Sampling Procedures

Sample Custody
* Field Specific Custody Procedures
* Laboratory Chain of Custody Procedures

~ Calibration Procedures and Frequency
* Field Instruments/Equipment
* Laboratory Instruments

Analytical Procedures
* Non-Contract Laboratory Program Analytical
, Methods
* Field Screening and Analytlcal Protocol
* Laboratory Procedures

Internal Quality Control Checks
* Field Measurements
* Laboratory Analysis

Data Reduction, Validation and Reporting
* Data Reduction
* Data Validation
* Data Reporting

Performance and System Audits
* Internal Audits of Field Activity
* Internal Laboratory Audit
* External Field Audit
* Extemal Laboratory Audit

Preventive Maintenance
* Routine Preventive Maintenance Procedures and
Schedules
* Field Instruments/Equipment
* Laboratory Instruments
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Specific Routine Procedures to Assess Data Precision. Accuracy and
Completeness

* Field Measurement Data

*.Laboratory Data

Corrective Action
* Sample Collection/Field Measurement
* Laboratory Analysis

Quality Assurance Reports to Management

Task 4: Construction Quality Assurance Plan

Respondents shall submit a Construction Quality Assurance (CQA) Plan which
describes the site-specific components of the quality assurance program that
Respondents will use to ensure that the physical characteristics of the soil being used as
backfill material are appropriate for the intended use of the area (e.g., can support
structures, roadways, etc.) and that backfilled areas will maintain their contours over
the long term (i.e., backfilled areas will not settle).

The CQA Plan shall describe the qualifications of the CQA officer and supporting
inspection personnel to demonstrate that they possess the training and experience
necessary to fulfill their identified responsibilities. The CQA Plan also shall describe
the proposed quality assurance sampling activities that will be used to monitor the
construction, including the scope and frequency of each type of sampling activity,
acceptance and rejection data sheets, and all associated documentation. Reporting
requirements for CQA activities shall be described in detail in the CQA Plan, as well
as provisions for the final storage of all records and documentation.

._Health and Safety Pla
Respondents shall develop a Health-and Safety Plan which is designed to prbtect on-site

personnel and area residents from physical, chemical, radiological and all other hazaids .
posed by excavation and restoration Work. Respondents shall designate a Health '

~ Physicist as a Health and Safety officer to ensure that all Work associated with such
~ excavation and restoration is conducted in 2 manner protective to the workers and local
~ residents. The Health and Safety officer shall be responsible for ensuring that the
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Health and Safety Plan is followed by all employees and contractors of Respondents.
The Health and Safety Plan shall develop the performance levels and specifications
necessary to address the following areas:

Site Description
Personnel '
Levels of Protection
Safe work practices and safeguards
Concepts and methodologies to be followed by workers to
keep radiation doses "As Low As Reasonably Achievable™ (ALARA)
Procedures for weather-related problems (such as .
hypothermia, heat stress and heat exhaustion)
" Special training required for work crews and on-site
personnel '
Medical surveillance
Personal and environmental air monitoring
- Personal protective equlpment
Personal hygiene
Decontamination - personnel and equipment
- Site work zones and access control
Contaminant control
Procedures for conducting equipment release surveys and
specification of release criteria
Contingency and emergency planning
Logs, reports and record keeping

- The Health and Safety Plan shall follow U.S. EPA guidance and all OSHA
requirements as outlined in 29 CFR 1910 and 1926.

Respondents shall submit an Emergency Contingency Plan descrif)ing procedures to be
used in the event of an accident or emergency at the Site. The Emergency Contmgency

Plan shall contain, at a minimum, the following:

1. Name of the person or entity respon51ble for respondmg in the event of an
emergency incident. '

2. Plan for meeting(s) with the local community, including local, State and Federal
' agencies involved in the cleanup, as well as local police, fire, utility and

emergency personnel and hospitals.

3. First aid medical information.
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4. Air Monitoring Plan

5. Spill PreVemion, .Control, and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan, as specified in 40
CFR Part 109, describing measures to prevent and contingency plans for
potential spills and discharges from materials handling and transportation.

Task 7: Precon ion Meeting and Routine Pr in
A. PRECONSTRUCTION MEETING

Before excavation Work pursuant to the approved plans and this SOW may commence,
Respondents shall participate with the U.S. EPA and IDNS in a preconstruction
meeting to:

1) Review methods for documenting and reporting data collected during the
removal action; ' -

2) Reviéw lines of communication and methods to be used by Respondents
to keep EPA and IDNS apprised of status of Work and notify EPA when
- Respondents believe that the cleanup criteria in an area have been met;

3) Review methods for distributing and storing documents and reports;

4) Review work area seéuriry, safety protocol and the Health and Safety
and Emergency Contingency Plans;

5) Discuss any appropriate modifications to the Quality Assurance Project
Plan and/or Construction Quality Assurance Plan to ensure that Site-specific
considerations are addressed;

6) . Review excavation methods, dust control measures, air monitoring :
methods, materials handling and transportation methods, equipment storage
locations, and any other procedures relevant to implementation of the removal
‘action; -

)] Review instrument calibration methods, calibration frequencies, cross-
checks at regular intervals and with U.S. EPA/IDNS instrumentation, and air
monitor flow checks to assure data quality and.confirm agreement between
instruments; and I

8) Revise schedules and sequence of activities as necessary.
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9) Review potential impacts of work on the park personnel and organized
scheduled activities and methods to minimize detrimental impacts.

B. ROUTINE PROGRESS MEETINGS

After excavation/restoration Work begins, Respondents shall participate in routine
progress meetings with EPA and IDNS on a monthly basis or more frequently as
determined by EPA. All of the items listed under item A above shall be reviewed and
updated if necessary. Problems encountered or anticipated and solutions implemented

or planned shall be discussed.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR DELIVERABLES/SCHEDULE

A summary of the project schedule and reporting requlrements contained in this SOW is
presented below..

‘Submission/Event

Due Date

1.

Characterization and Delineation
Phase’ Work Plan

Excavation and Restoration Phase
Work Plan

QAPP/FSP

CQA Plan

Health and Safety Plan

" Emergency Contingency Plan

Submit revised plans (see
Section V of Order)

Obtain access to contaminated areas
(see Section V of Order)

Fourteen (14) days .
after effective date of Order

Thirty (30) days
after effective date of Order

Fourteen (14) days after effective

date of Order

Thirty (30) days after effective date
of Order . .

Foﬁrteen (14) days after effective

date of Order

“ Twenty-one (21) days after effective -

date of Order
Within ten (10) days of receipt
of U.S. EPA dlsapproval/ '

comments

Secure access within fourteen

~ (14) days of effective date of the

QOrder.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

- 16.
17,

18.

19.

20.

Preconstruction Meeting

Begin characterization and
delineation field activities

Submit Characterization and
Delineation Report

Update Excavation and
Restoration Work Plan

Begin excavation activities

(see Section I1.2. of this SOW)

Transport excavated radiologically
contaminated materials to licensed
facility .

Begin restoration activities
at individual areas
Complete restoration activities

at individual areas

Monthly Written Progress Reports

- (see Section XI of Order)

Routine Progress Meetings

Complete excavation/restoration
Work at the site '

Submit Final Report (see Section
VII of Order)

Prior to any excavation work

Within seven (7) days after
EPA approval of the
Characterization and Delineation
Work Plan

As specified in
Characterization and Delineation
Work Plan

As specified in the
Characterization and Delineation

Work Plan

Within seven (7) days after
U.S. EPA approval of Work Plan

As soon as possible after excavation

Within seven (7) days of receipt
of EPA notification that
Verification Criteria have been met

AS defined in the Excavation
and Restoration Work Plan

Within fifteen (15) days of end of

- Préceding month

Monthly after preconstruction

meeting, or more frequently as o

determined by EPA

As defined in the
Excavation and Restoration Work -
Plan ' :

Sixty (60) days after completion of
all on-Site Work
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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: ACJJQN_MEMQRAHD]IM-DMMon of Threat to Public Health or .
" Welfare or the Environment at the Kerr-McGee Reed_-l(zppler_l’uk Site,
DuPage County, Nlinois (Reed-Keppler Park Site ID #QT)

FROM:  David Seely
- Remedial Project ‘Manager/On-Stene Coordinator

TO: ValdasV Adamlus
chlomlAdmlmstrator

THRU: .'.wmum_E. Muno, Director
Superfund Division -

L  PURPOSE

The purpose of this Action Memorandum (or "Action Memo") is to document the
determination of an imminent and substantial threat to public heaith or welfare or the
environment posed by the presence of contaminated soils at the Kerr-McGee Reed-Keppler
Park Site ("RKP Site"), DuPage County, Illinois, and to-document approval of the proposed
time-critical removal action described herein.

_ mpmposedremovﬂacnonseebtommgﬂzdnmnemmdmbmmﬂmmhmn
- heaith and the environment posed by the presence of uncontrolled hazardous substances at the
. RKP Site, which is on the National Prioritics List ("NPL"). The proposed removal action
involves excavating contaminated soils/materials from the contaminated quarry and other areas
in RKP, backfilling and restoring the excavated arcas, and disposing of the soils/materials at a.
licensed permanent off-site disposal facility. Areas that will undergo removal action include
any areas at the RKP NPL Site where thorium mill tailings from the Kerr-McGee West
Chicago Rare Earths Facility ("REF") have come to be located and areas where the United
 States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA*) determines contamination exists which
exceeds established cleanup criteria. 'l‘hercmovalacnonxsanncxpatedtobelmplememedby
. the potentially responsible parties (" ").

Recycled/Recyclable « Printod with Vegetable Ol Basad Inks on 100% Recydad Paper (40% Postconsumer)

7§
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EPArecogmmdmtheRKPsntexsomofmycleamps in the West Chicago area which
addresses similar contamination. Thorium mill tailing wastes originated from the REF. These
wasmhavecomctobeloclwdanhefourNPLsnmmandaroundtheCuyot'WmChxcago
The REF and the four NPL sites all address the cleanup of thorium mill tailing contamination.

7 ThecleampofmeREFBbemgcondtmdpumammthemdnmyoﬂhemmuDepumm
of Nuclear Safety ("lDNS")

As a result, EPAmndsmuulwcmfomanonpmmnlygcnermd&omthecleampeﬁonsat
theREFandtheRendenmlAmsNPLSnewhueappmpnm :

I.  SITE CONDITIONS AND BACKGROUND
A).  Reod-Keppler Park Site

Reed-Keppler Park Site: CERCLIS ID #ILD980824007.
This is a time-critical mnoval action.

The RKP NPL Site is located in the City of West Chicago, mDuPlgeCoully Ilhnols, .

' approximately 30 miles west of Chicago, Illinois. The RKP site is generally located north of
Natival Streci and west of Arbor Avenue (see Attachment 2). The RKP Site consists of areas
within the park which encompass not only the contaminated quarry, but also areas bencath and
around the tennis courts and other areas outside the quarry that became contaminated by
thorium mill tailings from the REF (see Attachment 3). The mill tailings contain radionuclides
and heavy metals. The areas became contaminated primarily because thorium mill tailings
from the REF were used as fill or disposed of in the quarry.

The RKP NPL Site is one of four Kerr-McGee NPL sites in the West Chicago area. The other
.three NPL sites, the Residential Areas, Kress Creek and the Sewage Treatment Plant, are not

addressed in this Action Memo. The REF, which is the source of the contamination at all four -

NPL sites, ism;limdonmeNPLunisundcrgoingclump,clomeanddecomnissioning
activiﬁesnnderthbﬁnisdicﬁoh_ofthehﬁmisbepuﬂmﬁowakarSafdy. :

. meapproxixmmlyl%ZtolWS ﬂnfacmtymnumwhnwnuthekﬂl’mopemedby

 three different companies to extract thorium and other elements from various ores. The

facility began operation in 1932, when the Lindsay Light and Chémical Company began -
producing thorium and other rare earth materials. In 1958, the Lindsay Light and Chemical
Company merged into the American Potash & Chemical Company, and in 1967, aspartof a

 larger corporate merger, the Kerr-McGee Chemical Corporation ("Kerr-McGee") acquired the

facility. Kerr-McGee maintained operations at the facility until its closure in 1973. When it

LY
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was operating, the facility reportedly was ‘the Iargut producer of rare earth and thonum
compounds in the world.

Production of thorium, a radioactive material, yielded radioactive mill tailings primarily
containing thorium and residual levels of radium and some uranium. These uilings were
stockpiled at the REF, and during the early years of operation of the REF (from the 1930's
through at least the 1950’s), were available for use as fill material at residential and other
properties throughout the area. The tailings were also used as fill or disposed of at RKP and
the Sewage Treatment Plant. In 1954, thormproducnonbecamcmbjecttofederalmguhuon
with the passage of the Atomic Energy Act ("AEA "), implemented by the U.S. Atomic Energy
Commission ("AEC"). AlmemetoopemtcﬂleREFwasgmnledmwSGtoIAndsayngln
andChundeompanyandmbseqmlymmfermdmmREFomshwwKemMcGeem
its acquisition of American Potash in 1967. In 1974, under the Energy Reorganization Act,

" the AEC was abolished and its licensing and regulatory authority was transferred to the U.S.

- Nuclear Regulatory Commission ("NRC"). The State of Illinois petitioned the NRC for
amendmemoftheagreememsmelwcmmgpmgnmmmhxdeheensmgcomlofREF
material (categorized as 11(e)}(2) by-pxoductmamalasdeﬁnedbytheAmmncEnergyAct).
and IDNS was granted licensing authority on November 1, 1990.

Ev:dememdwatesthatthormmmﬂnﬂmgswmdupoaedatmdongmmw:etsohd
‘wastes, although available records do not indicate specific sources nor volume of wastes
disposed at the site. Exact dates of thorium mill tailing disposal operations are not well
known, but are generally thought to predate the passage of the AEA in 1954. Waste disposal
operations were conducted at the RKP Site from at least 1939 to 1967, but were completed
prior to 1974, based on observations made with aerial photographs.

Various sindies and investigations have been conducted by different entities including: the
Department of Energy, the NRC, the EPA, the State of Illinois, the City of West Chicago, and
Kerr-McGee in an effort to identify the areas of contamination in and around the City of West
Chicago and risks associated with exposure to the contamination.

'Thcmalbasesmdywxdcnnfyandbneﬂycharactenummam:mtedamsoummﬂwm B
‘was conducted from March 1976 to May 1978 by Argonne National Laboratory ("ANL") for
the NRC. This study, conducted by Frigerio et al., identified 77 thorium-processing waste
deposits in the area (the main body of the reponldcnuﬁedarcaslocated in and around the City
of West Chicago, including RKP) which had thorium residual contamination. Techniques used
to delineate the contaminated areas included an Aerial Radiological Monitoring Survey :
("ARMS?") flyover in 1977, a street-by-street instrumented vehicle survey, an external gamma
exposure rate survey, soxlconumlmnonmusurementsnsmgsubwrfwesamphng.anda
radiological walkover survey along the waterways and banks of Kress Creek and parts of the
‘West Branch of the DuPage River. (The report of this study, entitled "Thorium Residuals in
West Chicago, Illinois,” is included in the Administrative Record, the index of which is
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attached to this Action Memo as Attachment 1.) This report identified contaminated areas in
RKP to be primarily located in and around the quarry and tennis conrts.

During 1976, the RKP was briefly closed to allow a radiological survey of the area, and
material was excavated from near the tennis courts and deposited in the primary waste area of
the landfill. A security fence was installed around the primary waste area in early 1977. The
purpose of the fence was to limit access to areas creating exposures above one-tenth of the
NRC unrestricted access criterion of 2.0 mrad/hr (that is the fence was placed to control
access to wastes which result in exposure rates in excess or 0.2 mrad/hr). '

In 1982, Radiation Management Corporation ("RMC") completed a radiological survey for the
NRC. This survey found radiological contamination predominantly inside the fenced area.
Two areas identified by this survey (Booth et al., 1982) outside the fenced area included a
‘su'ipdimctly_mnhofmesemrityfemeandasmalldepositanhesoumemend'oftht:tennis
courts,

In October 1984, E’ApmpooedfoursmsmtheWestChm;oamforplwementonme
- NPL, mch:dmgtheRKl’Snc

.In 1991, ahmﬂedsmmmfmmeWmChmgoPukDmmwmby
Versar Inc. in an area north and east of the waste area where the Family Aquatic Center
swimming pool had been proposed (Versar, 1991). Additional surface radiological
contamination and buried waste material were found as a result of that work. This
investigation identified four additional areas: a strip directly west of the old swimming pool,
an area further west from the old pool location at the site of a former pond, an area near an
old bandstand, and an area at the west end of National Street. The total volume of
contaminated materials within the latter four-areas was estimated to be approximately 250 yd®
(Versar, 1991)

In the early spring of 1993, CH2M Hill initiated fieldwork for a Remedial Investigation (RI)
under contract to EPA. The RI study included radiological walkover surveys of all known and
‘suspected contaminated areas, surface soil, soil boring, vegetation, and ground water samples.

_ 'l'hemultsofth:ssmdyhavenotyetbecnﬁmhzed However, prclnmmrymultsappwto '

-‘conﬁrm the ﬁndmgs of earlier smdm

Most of the radiological contamination in the Iandﬁlledquarry is located within the fenced
security area, although some contamination extends approximately 20 ft west of the fenced
area. Measured surface radiation exposure rates within the fence have been as high as
_lGOOuRIhr(Boothetal 1982). Based on subsurface radiological data, the contamination is

in a layer ranging im thlchms from approximately 3 to 8 ft, and occurring at depths up to 14ft
‘below land surface.

W,
®
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Based .upon preliminary information, EPA estimates that approximately 22,000 to 29,000 yd’s -
of radioactive waste are present in the park (see Attachment 4). Evidence indicates that a liner
is not present beneath the waste nor a cover over the waste. The fenced arca is heavily
vegetated and is posted with radiation warning signs, but is not guarded and is often
vandalized. Additionally, evidence indicates trespassers have been inside the fence arca.

In August of 1990, the RKP Site was placed on the NPL. As described below, EPA remedial |
activities at the RKP Site are underway and will continue concurrently with the proposed
removal action discussed in this Action Memo. After completion of the time-critical removal -

| ~ specified by this Action Memo, EPA will complete the RI/FS at the Site, and will then select a

final remedy for the entire Site. .

In September 1995, CH2M Hill, under contract to EPA. completed a preliminary streamlined
risk evaluation based upon data collected during the RI fieldwork. This document is entitled
Risk Assessment Technical Memorandum ("RATM"). The assessment was focused, and
includes only the human receptors and exposire pathways expected to be most significant.
Three scenarios were evaluated, including a current receptor and two plausible future

 receptors. Risk evaluations were limited to potential effects resulting from exposure to
- radiological parameters and excluded consideration of ecological impacts as well as estimated

risks resulting from potential exposure to possible chemical contaminants, including the
chemical toxicity of radionuclides. '

The soil sampling results indicated a median concentration of 286 picoCuries per gram
("pCi/g") of total radium and ranged as high as just over 15,000 pCi/g. In general, radium-
228 ("Ra-228") was present at substantially higher concentrations than radium-226 ("Ra-226").
Ra-228 was generally present in the range of 5 to 10 times that of the concentrations of Ra-
226. The RATM determined exposure point concentrations for radionuclides in soil from the
1,198 records of gamma walk-over survey data from the fenced area, or enclosure, collected
during the RI fieldwork. The gamma levels (in counts per minute) were converted to estimates
of total radium concentration in soils using the correlation developed for the Residential Areas
removal. The use of the gamma count to total radium concentration (in pCi/g) conversion
developed from the Residential Areas Site is not inappropriate because the contamination
attributable to thorium mill tailings derives from the same source (the REF). The conversion
is, however, limited to estimates of total radium and cannot be used to estimate the individual

- constituents of total radium, Ra-228 and Ra-226.

‘Based on this conversion, the median total radium concentration of surface soils in the

enclosure is 134 pCi/g, with a 95th percentile concentration of 5,067 pCi/g. These values are
in reasonable agreement with the results of the soil sampling where the median was 286 pCi/g.
The small sample size of soil samples resulted in the 95th percentile total radium concentration
coinciding with the maximum measured value of 15,132 pCi/g. o '
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Anecdotal evidence, including visual sightings and discarded artifacts, indicates that juveniles
occasionally enter the enclosure. Documented sightings have occurred at separate times,
suggesting that the clearly posted warnings and continuous chain-link fencing may serve to
attract intruders. Given the relatively large radiation exposure rates and soil radionuclide
concentrations found within the enclosure, as compared to levels found over the balance of the
park, the unauthorized intruder inside the enclosure was assumed to represent the population
with the largest probable current exposure. The RATM estimated the median annual dose to
an intruder into the fenced area to be 5.4 mrem/yr and the reasonable maximum exposure
("RME") dose to be 200 mrem/yr. - The RME dose calculated for the current intruder scenario
significantly exceeds the current radiation protection guidelines of 100 mrem/yr. for non-
occupational exposures. The risks to intruders in the fenced arca were determined to be above
what EPA generally considers to be a minimally acceptable risk. Additionally, future
scenarios, evaluated for recreational and residential use assuming the fence is not maintained
in perpetuity, generated risks which were significantly above minimally acceptable levels.

IDNS has been working cooperatively with EPA during the planning and implementation of
remedial activities at the four West Chicago NPL sites. IDNS has been conducting the
verification activities for EPA at the Residential Areas Removal Site to ensure that the
cleanups are done in accordance with the established cleanup criteria. It is expected that IDNS
will assume the same role for the removal atlheRKPSm: EPA annclpamthattheacmal
removal action will be implemented by the PRPs.

In conjunction with the Fund-lead remedial activities which are underway, EPA has been
conducting and will continue to conduct community relations activities to keep the community
informed about the Site and involved in the decision-making process. A Community Relations
Plan has been prepared and is included in the Administrative Record.

The materials of concern at the Site are thorium mill tailings which contain radionuclides such
as thorium, uranium and radium, and heavy metals such as lead, barium and chromium. All
of these are hazardous substances as defined by Section 101(14) of CERCLA. Access to the
hazardous substances existing on the RKP Site is not currently significantly restricted to
prevent unacceptable exposures. Also, due to the nature of the contaminants (e.g.,
radionuclides), it would be difficult and impractical to maintain restricted access in perpctulty
as needed to prevent unacceptable exposures. As a result, the primary routes of exposure
include direct exposure to gamma radiation from contaminated soil, incidental ingestion of
contaminated soil, inhalation of radon/thoron decay products, and direct contact with skin.

Currently, uranium contamination of ground water in the vicinity of the enclosure has been
documented to be present at levels exceeding drinking water standards. Therefore, it is clear
that the ground water is being impacted from the radioactive contamination present in the
landfilled areas. There is no known current exposure to the contaminated ground water.

However, potentlal future exposure to contaminated ground water is a significant long-term
concern.



Potential contaminant migration is a concern. Asa result of the most significantly
contaminated soil being present at or near the ground surface, wind, erosion or deliberate
human movement could cause the hazardous substances to migrate. Additionally, it has been

~ documented that uranium contaminants have migrated from the wastes into the water table

aquifer and are moving toward the site boundaries.

The results of samples taken for chemical analysis during the RI do not indicate significant
chemical contamination and therefore chemical contaminants are not currently considered for
cleanup during this removal. However, since the site was 2 landfill from the early 1930's to
the early 1970's and there are no available records, it is unknown if chemical contamination
will be encountered during the removal of the radioactive contamination.

As mentioned earlier, the volume of contaminated soil to be removed is currently estimated as
between 22,000 and 29,000 yds’. However due to historical landfilling activities at the RKP
Site, the volumne may change significantly during remediation. Actual costs may vary widely
depending on the type of landfill debris encountered during the excavation. (Volume and cost
estimates are described in Section V.B. of this Action Memo ) :

B).  Other Relevant Actions

Actions being taken to address thorium mill tailings contamination at other Kerr-McGee sites
in West Chicago are relevant to this action. Remedial Investigations have commenced at all
four NPL sites. Additionally, Kerr-McGee has been conducting closure activities at the REF
as required by IDNS pursuant to the Itlinois Radiation Protection Act. Under the license,
Kerr-McGee is required to excavate and transport to a permanent disposal facility all
radioactive contaminated materials which exceed the standard of 5 pCi/g above background of
total radium at any depths. For this closure activity, Kerr-McGee may be required to excavate
to depths of up to 20-25 feet below ground surface. It is intended that the closure activities
wnll allow for unrestricted use of the REF property in the future.

A few of the relevam actions taken at the Resndcnnal Areas NPL Site mclude

In November 1993, EPA finalized the Action Cmena for the Resxdenual Areas NPL .
Site. These criteria, contained in the document "Action Criteria for Superfund
Removal Actions at the Kerr-McGee Residential Areas Site, West Chicago, Illinois,"
("AC for RAS") are being used for the discovery and characterization of contaminated
properties, and for verification activities during and after the removal of contaminated
materials. This document specifies a primary criterion of 5 pCi/g dry soil
concentrations above background of total radium (Ra-228 plus Ra-226). Additionally,

use of the concept of "TALARA" (As Low As Reasonably Aclnevable) was utilized for
the residential cleanups
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In August of 1994, EPA finalized an Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (*EE/CA")
.10 support the efforts of a Non-Time-Critical Removal Action at the Residential Areas

soils. Since containment was not considered a viable option, the EE/CA evaluated two
basic alternatives: 1) No action; and 2) Excavation and permanent disposal. The
EE/CA also discusses the application of the ALARA concept as well as compliance
with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements ( "ARARs"). For the two
remedies evaluated, the EE/CA also provided a range of estimated costs for each of the
 alternatives based upon various volumes of contamination to be addressed.

On November 18, 1994, EPA issued an Action Memorandum for the RAS specifying a
Non-Time-Critical Removal Action consisting of excavating radiologicaily
contaminated soils forpermammdisposalataliccnsedfacility. Because a permanent
disposal facility was not available, a planning period in excees of six months existed
and allowed this action to be implemented as a Non-Time-Critical Removal Action.
The central clean-up level specified was 5 pCi/g in dry soil above background for total
radium, or 7.2 pCi/g total radium based upon subsequent background sampling.

In April of 1995, EPA finalized the Decision Rule Development and Application »
Technical Memorandum for use at the Residential Areas Site. These efforts produced a
correlation between counts per minute gamma measurements and total radium
concentrations in surface soils. This correlation allowed for real-time characterization
of potentially contaminated properties. Additionally, this document specified

C). E I CI - C o e

Under Superfund, long-term remedial actions must attain Federal and more stringent State
ARARSs during and at the completion of the remedial action. Removal actions (such as the
type being planned at the RKP Site) must attain ARARs to the extent practicable. Other
relevant actions, policies, or guidances, may also be used as To-Be-Considered ("TBC")
criteria when evaluating cleanup decisions. Therefore, EPA relied upon Federal and State
ARARs to the extent practicable, as well as, TBC criteria such as consistency with other
similar actions being conducted at the REF and the Residential Areas Site.
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regulations are found in Title 40, Part 192 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 192), -
entitled "Health and Environmental Protection Standards for Urazium and Thorium Mill
Tailings" and the associated State regulations of Title 32, Chapter I, Subchapter b, Part 332
of the Illinois Administrative Code, entitled "Licensing Requirements for Source Material
Milling Facilities,” which were based on the federal standards.

The State standards are considered more stringent than the federal standards due to a dry
‘weight measurement requircment and, therefore, are considered to be the ARAR for this site.
These standards state:

Concentrauons of radionuclides in soil above background-concentrationS for total
radium, averaged over areas 100 square meters, shall not exceed: '

A) 5 picocuries per gram of dry soil, averaged over the first 15 centimeters
below the surface; and

. B) 15 picocuries per gram of dry soil, averaged over layers of 15 centimeters
thickness more than 15 centimeters below the surface. (Title 32, IAC, Ch.II,
Sbeh b, Pt 332)

An additional ARAR of significance for cleamng up radioactive contaminated sites is the
requirement of ALARA. This requirement can be found in: DOE Order 5400.5, entitled

"Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment"; Nuclear Regulatory Regulations
found in Title 10, Part 20 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR 20), entitled "Standards
for Protection Against Radiation"; and, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Regulatory
Guide 8.37. ALARA is considered as a TBC criterion for this proposed removal.

Detailed discussion of these ARARs as well as others, can be found in the AC for RAS. In
the AC for the RAS, EPA determined that the 15 pCi/g standard was not health based, but
more of a standard established as a pracncal measurement tool which assumed that this criteria

" would result in essentially the same dégree of cleanup at DOE sites as originally proposed
under the 5 pCi/g standard.

The Residential Areas Site Removal utilized, among other criteria, the criteria of 5 pCi/g of

" dry soil as well as the concept of ALARA for the cleanup of radioactive contaminated soils.
Additionally, Kerr-McGee is implementing closure activities at the REF under a license from
IDNS. This license also utilizes the criteria of 5 pCi/g of dry soil and the concept of ALARA -
to minimize the amount of residual soil contamination between 5 pCi/g and 15 pCi/g left at the
REF after closure activities are completed. As a resuit of the cleanup criteria for closure

activities at the REF, excavations at depths exceeding 20 feet will be rcqmred and allow the
- REF site to be released for unrestricted use. '
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EPA is selecting the cleanup criterion of 5 pCi/g of dry soil along with the concept of ALARA
as the cleanup criteria for this proposed removal at the RKP Site. These criteria would allow
the cleanup of the RKP Site to comply with State and Federal ARARs to the extent practicable
and be consistent with other similarly contaminated site cleanups being conducted at the
Residential Areas Site and the REF within the West Chicago area. These criteria would allow
the RKP Site to be released for unrestricted use as it relates 1o radioactive contamination in
soils and would contribute to the long-term effectiveness and permanence of the evenmal
remedy. Considering the current and potential future land uses, cleanup of the RKP Site to

less restrictive criteria would not provide adequate long-term protection of public health and
the environment.

IIIl. THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH OR WELFARE OR THE ENVIRONMEN'i‘,
AND STATUTORY AND REGULATORY AUTHORITIES

Conditions at the RKP Site currently exist which may present an imminent and substantial
endangenncnt to public health or welfare or the environment. The conditions at the RKP Snte
meet the criteria for a removal action as set forth in the NCP, Section 300. 415(b)(2),
specifically:

A)  Acmal or potential exposure to hazardous substances or pollutants or contaminants by
nearby human populations, animals or the food chain.

This factor is present at the RKP Site because of the existence of thorium mill tailings
in the soils, at or near the surface, of the enclosed fence area as well as other :
unrestricted areas within the park. The thorium mill tailings contain radionuclides such
as thorium, uranium and radium, and heavy metals such as lead, barium and
chromium, all of which are hazardous substances as defined by Section 101(14) of

. CERCLA. Nearby human populations and animals may be exposed to the hazardous
substances by the followmg routes of exposure:

1) Dlrect gamma exposure resulting from radioactive decay of radionuclides
' contained in contammated soils;

7

2)  Incidental ingo;stion of contaminated soil;

3) Inhalation of radon and thoron decay products within fence area emanating from )
- highly contaminated soil present at the surface;

4) Dermal exposure to beta emitters from direct contact of skin with contammated
soils; and

5) Inhalation of radioactive particulates resultmg from disturbance of contaminated -
soil. : :
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EPA belicves that the presence of any additional hazardous substances, such as heavy

. metals (lead, barium and chromium), is due to the presence of the mill tailings and that

excavation of the mill tailings to the cleanup standards for radionuclides described in
Section II of this Action Memo will adequately mitigate any risk presented by these
metals. EPA currently is investigating whether such metals are also present at levels of
concermn.

The thorium mill tailings at the RKP Site emit ionizing radjation. Exposure to ionizing
radiation can cause carcinogenic, genetic and teratogenic effects. For this Site, the

potential for cancer induction in-exposed individuals is considered to be the greatest

health concern. Ionizing radiation is a demonstrated human and animal carcinogen,
based on data that correlates high exposures of radiation to cancer induction. Although

significant uncertainty exists from extrapolating high-level information to low-level

effects, current radiation protection standards are based on the idea that each increment
of radiation exposure causes a lmur increase in the risk ofcancer

In. addmon 10 hazards from exposure to radiological emission products uranium is
chemxcally toxic to the kxdneys

Lead is the most common toxic metal in the environment, and there are many effects
from chronic exposure to low levels, ranging from anemia to impairment of the
nervous, hematopoietic and cardiovascular systems. The effects of exposure to barium
can include paralysis, cardiovascular abnormalities and gastroenteritis. Chronic
ingestion of hexavalent chrommm can cause kidney damage, while chronic inhalation
can cause lung cancer.

The Illinois Department of Public Health, under a cooperative agreement with the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, conducted a Public Health
Assessment for the "Kerr-McGee Radiation Areas.” The Public Health Assessment
(included in the Administrative Record; see index, Attachment 1) stated that although
the health outcome data that has been evaluated indicated increases in certain cancers in -
the community and workers at the REF, the studies were inconclusive with respect o
identifying the Kerr-McGee wastes as the cause of the cancers.

The Public Health Assessment conciuded that the conditions at the'West Chicago
Radiation Areas, including the RKP site, "are a public health hazard because of the risk -
to human health resulting from past, present and/or potential future exposure to

radioactive and nonradioactive substances at concentrations that may result in adverse
health effects."”

High levels of ha_zardous substances or pollutants or contaminants in soils largely at or
near the surface, that may migrate. :
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This factor is present at the RKP Site due to the existence of thorium mull tailings in

surface and near subsurface soils that may mlgme due to wind. erosmn. or deliberate
human movement.

EPA has determined background concentrations of total radium concentrations for the
Residential Areas Site to be 2.2 pCi/g. EPA believes this background level would be
representative of background levels at RKP. The results of the gamma walkover scans
indicate that the total radium concentration of surface soils in the enclosure is 134

- pCi/g, with a 95th percentile concentration of 5,067 pCi/g. The results of the soil

sampling indicate that the median total radium concentration is 286 pClIg and the 95th
percentile total radium concentration is 15,132 pCi/g. In fact, the highest
concentrations, including the sample with total concentrations of 15,132 pCi/g of total
radium, were found in two scparate surface soil samples and are subject to wind
erosion. As previously discussed, these concentrations produce a reasonable maximum
exposure dose of 200 mrem/yr when evaluating the current exposure scenario for an
intruder into the enclosed fenced area. This dose significantly exceeds the current

radiation protection regulation of 100 mrem/yr for non-occupatlonal exposures found i in

the NRC regulatlons of 10 CFR 20.

. Radon-222 (commonly known as radon) and radon-220 (commonly known as thoron)

C)

Iv.

are the gaseous decay products of uranium and thorium, respectively. ‘The decay
products of radon and thoron can, in turn, result in radiation doses to the lungs. Asa
result of mill tailings at extreme concentrations at the surface, radon and thoron decay
products can be generated at unacceprable levels within the fence enclosure. - These

decay products may also migrate past the fenceline which can result in unacceptable
exposures to the general public.

Weather conditions that may cause hazardous substances or pollutants or contaminants
to migrate or be released.

This factor is p:csent at the RKP Site due to the existence of very high concentrations
of thorium mill tailings in surface and near subsurface soils that may migrate due to
wind or erosion. Such migration may occur if there are contaminated areas without a

good vegetative cover or if there are contaminated arcas that have been disturbed by
human actwmes :

' ENDANGERMENT DETERMINATION

The current Site conditions include radioactive hazardous substances located at or near the
surface at levels which produce unacceptable exposures to possible intruders into the fence

arca. The acwal or potential exposure pathways to nearby populations described in Sections Il
and Il above, and the actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this Site, if

not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this Action Memorandum, may



13

present an imminent and substantial endangermem to pubhc health, or welfare, or the

environment.
V.

A,

- PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ESTIMATED COSTS

Proposed Adtions

Proposed Action Description

The following actions are proposed to mitigate the imminent and substannal
endangerment to human health or welfare or the environment posed by contaminated
soils at the Site:

‘a) Soil sampling to further delineate areas above cleanup criteria of 5 pCi/g

total radium (Ra-226 plus Ra-228) above background or 7.2 pCi/g total radium

(background conditions are 2.2 pCi/g total radium).

b) Excavate radioactive contaminated materials from the RKP Site (including
the fenced area, aswellasotheramsldemxﬁedthroughoutmepark)foundto
exceed EPA's discovery and characterization criteria as defined for the

" Residential Areas Site until levels at or below the verification criteria are

reached, including mplemcnung the ALARA principle (see action criteria
document).

¢) Provide additional measures (e.g., institutional controls) for those limited
and exceptional situations that may occur where complete excavation of
contaminated materials cannot be reasonably accomplished and such measures
are needed to reduce exposures and associated risks. '

d) Minimize the potcntlal health hazards to workers performmg the removal
action and to nearby rmdents during thc rmnoval action.

e) Consolldate landfill wastes ieft bchmd_,’ as appropriate, and provide an

~adequate RCRA Subtitle D landfill cover over this material.

f) Backfill the excavated areas with clean soil and appropnatély restore the
excavated areas for recreational uses or to such other condition as may be

~ arranged with the property owner.

g) Use appropriate environmental monitoring during and after removal to
verify that cleanup levels are reached and short-term impacts (c.g. generation of

~ dust during removal) are minimized.
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h) After excavation, transport excavated contaminated materials removed from

the RKP Site to an off-site disposal facility licensed to accept and dispose of
11(e)(2) byproduct material.

The response actions described in this memorandum directly address actual or
threatened releases of hazardous substances at the RKP Site which may pose an
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health and safety, and to the
environment. The response action will comply with the Off-Site Rule (58 F.R. 49200,
September 22, 1993). The appropriate State officials in the receiving State will be
notified, prior to actual shipment of wastes, that wastes from the RKP Site will be
shipped to a disposal area in that State as part of this response action.

Currently, EPA anticipates that the removal action will be implemented by the PRPs.
The PRPs may use the REF, subject to approval by IDNS, as a staging area for the
wastes, which then would be shipped by rail to a permanent disposal site in Utah
(Envirocare), or any other appropriately permitted disposal site, concurrent with other
wastes from the REF.. In the unlikely event that transportation of the wastes to the
permanent dlsposal facility is delayed, interim storage of the wastes at the REF would
bc allowed by EPA, subject to any necessary State or local approvals.

EPA evaluated a number of possibls response actions for the Residential Arcas Site in
the Engincering Evaluation/Cost Analysis, and determined that excavation of the
contaminated soils and off-site disposal (the alternative recommended) was the only
feasible long-term solution for mitigating the threats posed by the Site. EPA has
determined that this evaluation is also appropriate to the. RKP Site. Excavation
permanently segregates the contaminated soils from the public and is, therefore.
effective at reducing exposure to nearby populations. Excavation technology using
standard construction procedures and conventional equipment has been successfully
applied at similarly contaminated sites and landfills throughout the United States.

Although excavation of contaminated soils is the primary component of the removal
action, situations may be encountered where complete excavation cannot be
accomplished and additional measures are needed to reduce exposures and associated .
risks. In such limited and exceptional situations, it may be nccessary to provnde
additional measures such as institutional controls.

EPA must continue its RI/FS activities in order to fully characterize the extent of the
contamination (i.e., specifically as it relates to the potential chemical contamination) at
the Site and to documcnt conditions after the removal specified in this memo is
completed. However, commencement of the removal action need not wait until
characterization of the entire Site is completed, but should begin as soon as possible
(weather permitting) on the areas that already have been identified as contaminated.

J
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3. Description of Alternative Technologies
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EPA has commited to the community to expedite all of the cleanups of the Kerr-McGee
Superfund sites to the extent possible so the cleanups can be completed before the
closing date of September 1998 for the REF. This would allow all of the cleanups to
be conducted efficiently by utilizing the REF as a trans-shipment facility.  As a result,
cleanups must begin as soon as possible. EPA has determined that a 6-month planning
period is not feasible because: (1) a full construction season is likely to be lost; and
(2) EPA has conducted the functional equivelent of an EE/CA by applying the lessons
learned through the implementation of the RAS removal action and utilizing much of
the same information contained in the EE/CA developed for the RAS site. Cleanup of
the RKP Site will be implemented as a time-critical removal because of site conditions
and the lack of a planning period of at least six months as specified in the NCP for
conducting a non-time-critical removal. EPA has notified the State and local
authorities, members of the Thorium Action Group (an cnvu'onmental commumty
action group), and the PRPs of this approach.

2, Conm'bntion to Remedial Pu-formanee

The proposed removal action will contribute to the efficient performance of the long-
term remedial action for the RKP NPL Site. The proposed action is consistent with the
concept of the Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model, whlch encourages taking early
actions at sites to promptly reduce nsks

EPA will continue to collect additional data on the nature and extent of contamination

 as it continues with the RUFS process. Additionally, verification data collected during

and ‘after excavation of contaminated soils will be evaluated to assess the conditions of
the post-removal Site (i.e., amount of residual materials remaining after removal and
risks from such residuals). All such data will be incorporated into 2 RI/FS for the Site.
At some point during this process, EPA will write a ROD documenting the decision on
the final remedial action for the Site. It is expected that the removal of the
contaminated source material will mitigate the threat currently posed by this site.
Long-term maintenance of the landfill cap and future ground water monitoring may be
appropriate for the evaluation of the long-term effectiveness of the removal.

\

Alternative treatment technologies were considered in the EE/CA for the Residential
Areas Site, but were not proposed. As discussed in detail in the EE/CA, the physical
and chemical treatment technologies available did not pass the initial screening of
alternatives because they were judged not to be effective for the radioactively .
contaminated soils from the Residential Areas Site. Since thie contaminated materials at
the RKP Site are considered essentially the same as the materials at the Residential
Areas Site and are radioactively contaminated, treatment technologles would also not
be effective for the contamination present at RKP.
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4.  Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements ("ARARs")

For all on-Site activities during the removal action, compliance with the cleanup
criteria for this Site is deemed to be compliance with all federal and state ARARs

related to cleanup levels of radioactive contamination. The cleanup criteria will be
complied with during the removal action to the maximum extent practicable considering
the exigencies of the situation. Other federal and state ARARs have been discussed in
Appendix B of the EE/CA for the Residential Areas Site and address other aspects of
the removal action. These ARARs will also be complied with to the extent practicable
considering the exigencies of the situation at the RKP Site.

6.  Project Schedule

The length of time needed to carry out the removal action is unknown at this time due
to the possible complexity of excavating historic landfill waste. Materials handling

_ capability is likely to control the speed of the cleanup. It is estimated that the -
excavation of radioactive contaminated material from the landfill will take at least one
full construction season. ' ' '

If, as EPA anticipates, the PRPs implement the removal action, the PRPs would submit
a Removal Action Work Plan and other associated documents which detail how the
removal will be conducted. Excavation can begin after the Work Plan is approved by
EPA. Excavation work will probably not begin until late Spring or carly Summer of
1996 at the earliest. EPA currently expects that the removal work would continue

through the end of the 1996 construction season and extend into the 1997 construction
season. .

‘EPA anticipates that this removal action will be conducted by the PRPs. The following
‘cost estimates are provided for informational purposes only.

- The costs for the removal action at this Site will be directly dependent on the extent of -
contamination (volume of material to be removed), and the volume and type of waste

" which needs to be handled to excavate the radioactive contaminated material.
However, cost information developed and presented in the Residential Areas Site
EE/CA can be used as a guide for estimating the costs for this removal action. Cost
estimates provided in the EE/CA estimated total removal costs to be approximately
- $1290/yd’ for excavating and disposing of residential soils. Although not directly

- applicable, it is believed that these costs provide a reasonable estimate of likely costs

for the removal at the RKP Site. Using these unit costs, excavating and disposing of
up to 29,000 cu yds of contaminated materials from the RKP site would result in an
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estimate of approximately $ 37,410,000. However, these cost were generated :
asammgBPAwouldconductmeremovﬂmdmnemlwmudbephoedmbagunda
trans-shipment facility would need to be located. If the PRPs conduct the removal
' acﬁonmtemlswwldhkclyhehmdledmhﬂkmdthekﬂ‘wouldbeumuedua
trans-shipment facility, both of which would reduce actual costs.

V1. EXPECTED CHANGE IN THE Sl'l'UA'l'lON SHOULD ACTION BE DELAYED |
ORNOT TAKEN

lt'acnomsdehyedornotnkcn publnchulthnskstom:denwthcfemedamofﬂ)e&te
anddnpoptﬂsuonwhnchunlmethcputformuonwﬂlmmdnemmhmd :
expomncmduectgnmraduﬂon.nmdemlmmonofwmmmdsod inhalation of
radon and thoron decay products, and direct contact with contaminated soils.

VIL. OUTSTANDING POLICY ISSUES

None.

Vlll ENFORCEMENT

For admlmmnve purposes, information concerning conﬁdent\al enforcement sttamegy for this
site is contained in the Enforcement Confidential Addendum. '

KX RECOMMENDATION

This decnsnondommemrcpmemsﬂnse@dtemoval action for the Kerr-McGee Reed-
Keppler Park Site in DuPage County, Illinois, developed in accordance with CERCLA as
amended, and is not inconsistent with the NCP. This decision is based onthc_Admmsmuve
Record for the Site. Conditions at the Site meet the NCP Section 300.415(b)2) criteria for a

remova!andlrecounnendywrappmvalofthepmposedremoval actxon Please indicate your
decision by signing below.

N >

- DISAPPROVED: DATE:

Regional Adminismtor



Enforcement Confidential Addendum

Attachments

. ¥ Index to Administrative Record
2. Site LocationMap ‘
3. SieMasp

cc:  Terri Johnson, EPA HQ, 5202G _

Don Henne, U.S. Department of the Interior
Custom House, Room 217
200 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, PA 19106-2904

Gary King, IEPA Superfund Coordinator

Gordon Appel, Deputy Director
Illinois Department of Nuclear Safety
1035 Outer Park Drive
Springfield, IL 62704

BCC SECTION

REDACTED

NOT RELEVANT TO THE SELECTION OF REMOVAL ACTION

Original: Kerr-McGee Reed-Keppler Park Site rue



- KERR-MCGEE REED-KEPPLER PARK SITE
ENFORCEMENT ADDENDUM

REDACTED

NOT RELEVANT TO THE SELECTION OF REMOVAL ACTION



ATTACHMENT 1



10

DATE

07/15/76

06/30/77

06/03/83

10/00/83

| 03/27/34.
05/17/84

05/17/84

.06/08/84

02/28/85

06/12/85

JTE N s L

U.S. EPA ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

REMOVAL ACTION
_ KERR-MCGEFHREED—KEPPLER PARK SITE
WEST CHICAGO, ILLINOIS .
ORIGINAL
MARCH 27, 1996
AUTHOR  RECIPIENT IITLE/DESCRIPTION - PAGES
Hubert, C., City of West Letter re: Radiation Hazards at the 1
‘West Chicago Chicago ~ Kerr-McGee/Reed Keppler Park
Park District Site
Rennels, A., Peterson, P., Letter re: Radioactive Contaminated 1
City of West " Illinois Department Waste at Kerr-McGee/Keppler Park
Chicago = of Public Health Site
Street, K., U.S.EPA Site Inspection Report for the Kerr- 14
U.S. EPA ' - . McGee/Reed-Keppler Park Site
US.EPA/ U.S.EPA Aerial Photographic Analysis of 40
EMSL Waste Disposal Site in West Chicago '
Constantelos, B., Rainey, J., . Letter re: Kerr-McGee Radiation - 5
US.EPA = Kem-McGee Sites (Non-Licensed Areas)
Chemical .
Corporation
Hedglon , M., ‘Neuberger, B., Letter Forwarding Attached 112
Kerr-McGee U.S. EPA Documents re: Kerr-McGee’s
v Partial Response to U.S. EPA’s
Information Request
Rennels, A., - Constantelos, B., Letter re: Mayor’s Responseto - 3
City of West - . US.EPA . : U.S. EPA’s March 27, 1984 Letter
Chicago , _ Concerning the Kerr-McGee
: : : " Radiation Sites (Non Licensed
Areas) '
Hédglon, M, _ Neuberger, B., Letter Forwarding Attached List 13
Kerr-McGee. "US.EPA of Documents in Response to U.S.
Corporation _ o EPA’s CERCLA Request
: -Kprr-McGec Constantelos, B., ‘Letter re: US EPA’s Reqilest 7
Chemical - U.S.EPA Concemning Kerr-McGee’s Survey
Corporation - and Excavation Work in Off-Site
‘ ’ Areas of West Chicago
. Deliny, L, - Constantelos, B., Letter re: Kerr-McGee’s Survey . - 119
. Kerr-McGee . U.S. EPA * - and Excavation Work in Off-Site
Chemical » Areas of West Chicago

Corporation -
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13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

DATE

09/00/85

09/26/85

02/23/89

05/00/99

05/21/90

06/05/90

07/05/90

08/01/90

09/24/90

04/19/91

05/17/91

AUTHOR
Kerr-McGee
Chemical.
Corporation

Applied Science
Laboratory, Inc.

US. EPA -

Street, K.,
US.EPA

U.S. EPA -

Ullrich, D.,
U.S. EPA

Stauter, J.,

. Kerr-McGee

Chemical -
Corporation

Muno, W.,
US.EPA

Swanson, S.,
US.EPA
Traub, J.,
U.S. EPA -

Versar, Inc.

RECIPIENT

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

- Public -

U.S. EPA

U.S.NRC .

Atomic Safety and

-Licensing Appeal

Board

Stauter, f.,
Kerr-McGee
Chemical

~ Corporation

Schafér, G.,
U.S. EPA

Mayka, J.,
U.S. EPA

. Mayka, J,

US.EPA .

Netzel, P.,

"-City of West

Chicago

US.EPA -

KERR-MCGEE/REED-KEPPLER PARK SITE
AR ORIGINAL
PAGE 2

~ IITLE/DESCRIPTION

Report: Thorium Removal Program
for Reed-Keppler Park and Sewage
Treatment Plant

Report on Radiological Surveys
Results and Volume Estimates for the
City of West Chicago Sewage
Treatment Plant and Reed-Keppler
Park ‘

Index to the U.S. EPA Administrative '

Record for the Kerr-McGee Sites

PAGES

264

133

- 26

[1 Microfiche Volume) (DOCUMENTS

CONTAINED IN THE INDEX ARE

INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE)

NPL Status (May 1990) w/Attached
June 1, 1983 Hazardous Ranking
Scoring Package

Amicus Curiae Brief of the U.S. EPA

~ re: Kerr-McGee Chemical Corporation

(West Chicago Rare Earths Facility)

Letter re: Request for Information

20

17

Pursuant to Section 104 (¢) of CERCLA

and Section 3007 of RCRA for the
Former Rare Earths Facility and
Associated Kerr-McGee Sites
(UNSIGNED)

Letter Forwarding Attached Kerr-
‘McGee Response to U.S. EPA’s
104 (e) Information Request

Memorandum re: Kerr-McGee
Sites Information Request

Memorandum re: "Mixed _Wasté"
Technical Review for the Kerr-
McGee - '

Letter re: Request for Information
Pursuant to Section 104 (e) of
CERCLA and Section 3007 of
RCRA for the Kerr-McGee Sites
(UNSIGNED)

Remedial Investigation Feasibility
“Study Plan for the Reed-Keppler Park
Proposed Family Aquatic Center

26

13

113
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24

25

26
27
28
29

30

3t
32

33

34

DATE

05/21/91

09/06/91

09/17/91

09/30/91

10/00/91
10/05/92
12/00/92

12/00/92

00/00/93

02/00/93
03/00/93

04/23/93

06/09/93

AUTHOR

Traub, J.,
U.S. EPA

Ullrich, D.,
U.S. EPA

Rice, G.,
Kerr-McGee
Chemical
Corporation

" Versar, Inc.

U.S. EPA
CH2M Hill
CH2M Hill

CH2M Hill

CH2M Hill

'U.S.EPA

Jensen, L.,
U.S. EPA/
ORIA

Meserve, R, -

Covington &
Burlington

Meserve, R.,
Covington &
Burlington

RECIPIENT

Netzel, P., City
of West
Chicago

‘Netzel, P.,

City of West
Chiqa_go

Ullrich, D;,
U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

Public
U.S. EPA
U.S.EPA

US.EPA

U.S. EPA

Public

U.S. EPA

Oge, M'.,

U.S. EPA

Frey,R.,
U.S.EPA

KERR-MCGEE/REED-KEPPLER PAkl( SITE

AR ORIGINAL
PAGE 3

- TITLE/DESCRIPTION

Letter Forwarding Corrected Pages
to U.S. EPA’s April 19, 1991 104 (¢)
Information Request

Letter re: Notification Pursuant to

Section 122 (a) of CERCLA Avoidance

of Inconsistent Response Action
(UNSIGNED)

Letter re the Remedial Investigation

and Feasibility Studies at the Four
West Chicggo Sites

Remedial Investigation of Thorium

‘Contamination at the Reed-Keppler

Park Proposed Family Aquatic Center

Fact Sheet: "Kerr-McGee Superfund
Sites” . ‘

RUFS Work Plan for the Kerr-
McGee/Reed-Keppler Park Site

Health and Safety Plan for the Kerr-

McGee/Reed-Keppler Park Site

Quality Assurance Project Plan
for the Kerr-McGee Sewage
Treatment Plant Site

Sumimary of Analytical and

Validation Efforts for the Kerr-
McGee/Reed-Keppler Park, Kress
Creek, and Sewage Treatment Plant
Superfund Sites

Fact Sheet: "U.S. EPA Begins Studies
at Reed-Keppler Park and Sewage
Treatment Plant”

Paper: "Mixed Waste: A Briefing Paper
for Setting Residual Radioactivity
Standards” ’

Letter re: U.S. EPA Region 5
Cleanup Standards for Mills Tailings

Letter re: State and Federal Standards
Establishing Cleanup Criteria of 15
Pci/g Above Background for Buried
Materials w/Attachment '

PAGES ‘

6

115

81

41

374

14

51

15
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37

38

-39

40

41

42

43

44

45

DATE

06/24/93
12/23/93

01/10/94

03/15/94

05/16/94

05/19/94

05/24/94

-07/12/94

07/22/94

08/10/94 -

08/12/94

AUTHOR
Allen, R., Hlinois
Department of
Nuclear Safety

Versar, Inc.

Seely, D.,

‘U.S.EPA

Ortiger, T.,
Illinois
Department
of Nuclear
Safety

Klinger, J.,
Illinois
Department
of Nuclear
Safety

State of Illinois/

- Kerr-McGee

Chemical
Corporation

Bunsen, S.,
Versar, Inc.

Bunsen, S.,
Versar, Inc.

" Bunsen, S.,

Versar, Inc.

Bunsen, S.,
Versar, Inc.

Versar, Inc.

RECIPIENT

Jensen, L.,
U.S. EPA

U.S.EPA

Thomas, D.,
West Chicago
Park District

. Thomas, D.,

West Chicago
Park District

Thompsdn, R.,

Kerr-McGee
Chemical
Corporation

Parties to the
Agreement

Thomas, D.,

West Chicago -

Park District

Seely, D.,
U.S. EPA

Seely, D,
U.S.EPA

Seely, D.,
U.S. EPA-

US.EPA

KERR-MCGEE/REED-KEPPLER PARK SITE

AR ORIGINAL
PAGE 4

TITLE/DESCRIPTION . PAGES
FAX Transmittal re: West Chicago 7
Background Data ’

Reed-Keppler Park Family Aquatic 35
Center Construction Monitoring
and Contingency Plans

Letter re: U.S. EPA’s Review of the 2

December 23, 1993 Reed-Keppler
Park Family Aquatic Center
Construction Monitoring and
Contingency Plans

Letter re: IDNS Review of the Final 1
Monitoring and Contingency Plan

for the Family Aquatic Center

Construction Project

Letter Forwarding Attached _ 15
Amendment #20 to Kerr-McGee’s
License Number STA-583 .

Agreement Between Kerr-McGee 9
and the City of West Chicago

re: Decommissioning and -

Cleanup of the Kerr-McGee Rare

Earths Facility

Letter Forwarding the Attached 8
Photodocumentation for the
Hotspot Covering Completed on

- May 17-18, 1994

" Letter Transmitting Attached l 6

Copies of Handwritten Logbook

_' Pages

Letter re: Versar’s Request fora 1
Minor Deviation from the U.S. EPA

" Approved Monitoring and

Contingency Plan "

" FAX Transmittal Forwarding A
Attached Waste Tracking Form

Executive Summary: West Chicago 52
Park District Family Aquatic -

Center Construction Monitoring and
Contingency Plan Results

y



47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

DATE -

08/30/94

11/00/94

11/14/94

11/18/94

12/01/94

01/07/95

02/00/95

02/24/95

03/00/95

05/25/95

AUTHOR

Harris, W.,
U.S. EPA

CH2M Hill

IDPH; USDHHS/
USPHS/ATSDR

U.S. EPA

Illinois
Department
of Nuclear
Safety

Turmer, A.,

CH2M Hill

CH2M Hill

Morin, C.,
Ilinois EPA

-CH2M Hill

U.S. EPA

RECIPIENT

Bowden, R.,

" US.EPA

U.S. EPA

U.S.EPA-

Public

Seely,D., &
R. Frey;
U.S. EPA

US.EPA

Secly; D
U.S.EPA

U.S. EPA

KERR-MCGEE/REED-KEPPLER PARK SITE

AR ORIGINAL
PAGE 5

TITLE/DESCRIPTION

Memorandum re: Approval of the
First Revision Fund- Lead QAPP
Addendum for the RI/FS

-Activities at the Kerr-McGee '

Sewage Treatment Plantand the
Reed-Keppler Park Sites w/Attached
Signed QAPP Title Page

Revised Work Plan Revision
Request #1 forthe RUFS for the
Kerr-McGee/Reed-Keppler Park Site

Public Health Assessment for the
Kerr-McGee Radiation Areas

Index to Thirty-Three Documents
Contained in the U.S. EPA
Administrative Record for the
Kerr-McGee Residential Areas
Removal Site [6v] (DOCUMENTS
INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE)

Licensing Requirements for Source
Material Milling Facilities

(32 Illinois Administrative Code;
Title 32: Energy; Chapter II:
Department of Nuclear Safety;
Subchapter b: Radiation Protection;
Part 332) {Amended]

Memorandum re: Mixed Waste
Potential at the Kerr-McGee
NPL Sites-

1993 Chemical Data Summary for
the West Chicago NPL Sites: Kress
Creek, Reed-Keppler Park and )

.Sewage Treatment Plant

Letter re: Applicability of State
ARARs for Low Level
Radioactive and SpeclaI/Hmrdous
Waste at the Kerr-McGee/Reed
Keppler Park Site w/Attachments

Technical Memorandum: Decision
Rule Development and Application
for the Kerr-McGee Resndentlal '
Areas Site

Tables: West Chicago Chemical
Results INCOMPLETE) '

PAGES

2

21

© 243

50

29

89

175

28



57

58

59

61
62
63

64

65

66

67

DATE

06/06/95

09/20/95

09/25/95

09/26/95

09/28/95

10/13/95
10/18/95
10/23/95

01/15/96

01/26/96
02/14/96

03/27/96

AUTHOR

Lakics, S.,
City of West
Chicago

- CH2ZM Hill

Murphy, M.,
US. EPA

Thomas, D.,
West Chicago
Park District

CH2M Hill

Richards, S.,
CH2M Hill

Seely, D.,
U.S. EPA

Morin, C.,

Illinois EPA -

Seely, D.,
US. EPA

USDHHS/USPHS/

ATSDR

‘ Tumer,_A.,'
- CH2M Hill

Seely, D.,
U.S. EPA

RECIPIENT

Franzen, G.,
DuPage County
Board )

U.S. EPA

White, J.D.,
Kerr-McGee
Chemical
Corporation

Seely, D.,
U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

Tumér; A,
CH2M Hill

Morin, C.,
Illinois EPA

Seely, D.,
U.S. EPA

File

U.S.EPA
Seely, D.,
US.EPA’

Adamkus, V.,
U.S. EPA

KERR-MCGEE/REED-KEPPLER PARK SITE
AR ORIGINAL.

PAGE 6
TITLE/DESCRIPTION . PAGES

Letter re: Mayor’s Comments on 7
Kerr-McGee’s Letter of May 2,
1995 ,

Monthly Progress Report: 35
Receipt and Validation of

Kemr-McGee NAREL

Radiochemical Samples

Letter Forwarding Attached 37
Validated NAREL Data for the
Kerr-McGee/Reed-Keppler Park,

Sewage Treatmént Plant and Kress

Creek Sites through September 19,

1995 »

Letter Forwarding Attached 31
Intergovernmental Lease Agreement

Between the City of West Chicago

Park District

Risk Assessment Technical ' 64
Memorandum for the Kerr-McGee/

" Reed-Keppler Park Site

Memorandum re: Preliminary 17
Comparison of RKP Data with
Regulatory Standards for Chemicals

Letter re: U.S. EPA’s Request for 1
Identification of Potential Site
ARARs -

Letter re: Potential State ARARs 2

Memorandum re: IEPA’s 4

October 23, 1995 Letter Concémning
the Potential Reed-Keppler Park

- Removal Action

FAX Transmission: ATSDR Record -~ 2
of Activity '

. Memorandum re; Reed-Keppler Park 21

Site Risk Evaluations w/Attachments

Action Memorandum: 30
Determination of Threat to Public

Health or Welfare or the

Environment at the Kerr-McGee

Reed-Keppler Park Site

N
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DATE
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
" REMOVAL ACTION

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
FOR
KERR-MCGEE REED KEPPLER PARK SITE
WEST CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

~ UPDATE #1
DECEMBER 3, 1999

AUTHOR v " RECIPIENT

TITLE/DESCRIPTION

U.S. EPA Respondents

Site

Unilateral Administra-
tive Order for the Kerr-
McGee Reed Keppler Park
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ACTION CRITERIA
AT THE KERR-McGEE RESIDENTIAL AREAS SITE
' WEST CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

» Introduction

‘Under the provisions of the Camprehensive Environmental Respanse,
Coampensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (cammonly known as Superfund), as
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, the
United States Enviranmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is authorized, among
other things, to take respanse actions whenever there is a release or threat
of a release of a hazardous substance into the enviramment. The National
Driorities List (NPL) is a list of hazardous waste sites across the country
that are eligible for U.S. EPA respanse actions under Superfund.

The U.S. EPA has listed four sites in the vicinity of the City of West
Chicago, Illinois, cn the NPL. The primary contaminants of cancern at these
. gites are radicactive thorium and its decay products derived fram ore
. processing cperations at a factory in West Chicago, now known as the Kerr- - -
. McGee Chemical Corporation West Chicago Rare Earths Facility ("factory site").

Three of the NPL sites became cantaminated when the processing wastes (thorium
mill tailings) were removed fram the factory and used primarily as fill '
raterial in and around the City of West Chicago. These sites are known as:

(1) Kerr-McGee (Residential Areas) site,

(2) Kerr-McGee (Sewage Treatment Plant) site, and

(3) Kerr-McGee (Reed-Keppler Park) site.

The fourth site became contaminated when discharges and runoff fram the :
factory site traveled via a stomm sewer into nearby Kress Creek and downstream

' to the West Branch of the DuPagée River. This site is known as:

(4) Kerr-McGee (Kress Creek/West Branch of DuPage River) site.

# .
It is important to mote that the Residential Areas site may encompass not only
résidéntial properties, but also institufional, cammércial and municipal o
properties. Although primarily .contaminated because thorium mill tailings
were used as fill,” same of the properties may have becare contaminated due to
windblown material from the factory site. : o

The Kerr-McGee factory site from which the contamination originated has not
been listed on the NPL; it is regulated under the licensing authority of the.
Tllinois Department of Nuclear Safety (IINS). Decommissioning, “clean-up and
closure of the factory site currently is being addressed under that authority.
Purpose and Intent | o | |

The purpose of this document’ is to establish critetia for U.S. EPA's Yesponse
actions at contaminated properties ("Residential AresiS") that are not part of
the Sewage Treatment Plant, Reed-Keppler Park or Kress Creek/West Branch of
DuPage River sites. Those three NPL sites will be addressed by U.S.. ‘EPA in
separate actians. _
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It is the intent of the U.S. EPA to address the contaminaticn problems at the
Residential Areas by removal actions wherever practicable. Removal actions
generally provide more immediate protection than do long-temm remedial
actions, and are consistent with the movement in the Superfund program to
‘accelerate site cleanups. -

U.S. EPA's actions under Superfund will be limited to those properties where
the contamination is attributed to process wastes (thorium mill tailings) fram
the factory site. When naturally occurring radicactive materials not
associated with process wastes cause U.S. EPA's action criteria to be
exceeded, any corrective actions will have to take place through a separate
‘mechanism, because Superfund generally does not give U.S. EPA the authority to
raned.late threats fram naturally occurring substances.

'Ihlsdocmnent conta.ms thecr:.ter:l.athatUS EPAw:.lluse odes'_
properties for removal actions and to verify that clearup to leveéls protectlve
ofln.manhealthandtheemrimmmthasbemachleved The U.S. EPAdoes not
have standardized criteria for removal acticns®of this type . ritly,
site-specific criteria have been developed by the U.S. EPA in céhsultation
with the IDNS for use at the Residential Areas. The criteria specified in
this document will beuseddunngthreeseparatephasesof the cleanup action:
the discovery phase, the ctmzacterizationphase ard the verifi ation phase.
Each of these phases and the criteria for each aré described ifi detail later

in this document. 'Ihlsdoaxmtalsocontamsreleasecnenaforreleasmg
equlpnent frcm work s:|.t for 1mrestncted use.

Appl:l.cable or Relevant and Appnmpu:iate Req:i::a:mts

Under Supe::fund long-temm remedial actions st atta:l.n Eederalv
stnngent State "appl:.cab]:e or rele'vant and 'af
the ¢ .

If a Federal or State reqm.renam: ig’ nelther appl:."__ g
appropriate (and thus not an ARAR), it still may be uséful t: .

determ:.m.ng the necessary level of clearup for protection of human LI
the env:.rorment. Such "to-be-considered" material (TBCs) can indlude ”



3

. pramilgated regulatians that do not qualify as ARARs, and nen-pramlgated
.advisories or guidance issued by Federal or State govermmenc. Superfund
actions are not required to meet TECs. - _

Only requirements that are duly pramlgated under Fedsral or State law can be
ARARS . ndda.tlonally, only substantive requirements of regulatlons, not
procedural requirements, can be ARARs for an-site act:.ons

The U.S. EPA has identified the following major sources of ARARs and TBCs for
the cleanup actions at the Residential Areas: ,

Title 40, Part 192 of the Code of Federal Requlations (40 CFR 192),

entitled "Health and Envircmmental Protection Standards for Uranium and
Thorium Mill Tailings" - 40 CFR 192 contains U.S. EPA's standards for
cleamup of lands contaminated by uranium and thorium mill wastes. The
standards apply only to the sites specifically designated under the
Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control Act of 1978, but they often have
been used as criteria at wranium, thorium and radium sites because of
the similarity of the problems. They are not appl:.cable to the
Residential Areas, but U.S. EPA considers portlons to be relevant and

appropriate.
Title 32 IT ter b Part3320ftheIl:.n01

. Mdministrati enti "4, for S
Material Milling Facilities" - These regulations deal with llcensmg

requirements for source material mll:.ng facilities in Illinois and -
apply to the Kerr-MoGee'factory site in West Chicago. -They are not
applicable to the Residential Areas, but U.S. EPA conmdezs portlons to
be relevant and appropriate and portians to be TBCs. -~

Title 32, Ch 11, Sul cer b, Part 340 of Illinois
e el —

;_Radl_ag.m'_'_ These regulat:.ons establish standards for protect::.on
against radiation hazards, ‘primarily in an.occupational:setting; they
control the- possesslm““ “isé ‘and:trangfer of. soirces of- rad:l.at:ion by
"l:.censwsaxﬂﬂmgistxaﬁts sothatthetocaldesetoanmdludualdoes
guidsformereleaseofequmtfortmmtncteduse “These . .
‘abe hiotdPplicablé to the Residentis Areas thU.S..EPA
ccnsme:sportlonstoberelevantatxla;_:pmpnate. Toro o

Environment” - 'misomgreﬁtabhshmstandardsamm:rments“for‘
Department of Energy (DOE) cperations with péspect-to:protecticm;of:.
ns:bersof thepuhlicagamsttm.xenskfmnradlatlon, andcom:aa.nsa
_'dJ.scussmn of DOE'S "ALARA"..(AS Low AS. Redgonably Achiévable) approach.
~ The Order 'is not-a‘pramlgdted ‘Fedstralor Stateregulation; -and-thus -
' carnmtbeanARAR butU.S EPAcons:.dersportlons of theOrdertobe
TBCs.
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Title 10, Part 20 of the Code of Federal Requlations (10 CFR 20),

entitled "Standards for Protection Adainst Radiation" - These
regulat::l.ons contain the Nuclear Regulatory Ccrr_mlssmn § standards for
protection against radiation, and contain an "ALARA" approach. "‘hey are
not applicable or relevant and apprcpnate to the Res:.dentlal Areas, but
U.S. EPA considers portions to be TBCs. _

and thus cammot be an ARAR, but U.S. EPAcons:.dersaport

cda

guide to be a TBC. _ . R

for ‘the releaseof eqmgrent for 'um:vestnc ted, us
- .. - is.not:a pramlgated zegulatlon, and thus camnot,
g EPA considers a portion of the guide to be a TEC.




-
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‘ganma exposure rate, indoor gamma exposure rate and indoor radon/thorcn air
" concentration. - '

The prinrazy criterion that will be used to designate a property for rasponse
action is outdoor soil concentration. The other three parameters (cutdoor
gamma exposure rate, indoor gamma exposure rate and indoor radon/thorcn air
concentration) will be used as indicators or "finding tools" to help locate
contaminated areas; elevated readings for amy of these three parameters alone:
generally will not trigger a clearup action unless carbined with soil sampling
data that exceeds the soil concentrac:Lcn criterion and confirms the presence
of thor:Lum mill tailings.

The U.S. EPA has taken a canservative approach. with the dlscovery and
characterization criteria in order to minimize the chances of not discovering
properties where cantamination actually is present. BAs a result, the :
discovery criteria may be more stringent than the verification criteria (e.qg.,
for ocutdoor soil concentrations, the results will nct be averaged over 100
square meters during discovery and characterization, but averaging cver 100 ot
may be conducted during the verification phase). ,

For indoor radon/thoron, the necessity for expeditious surveillance argues for .
measurements cn a shorter time: frame than the anmual average (or equivalent)
associated with the wording of the relevant and appropriate requirement. In
order to not unduly delay assessments, discovery and characterization _
measurement periods may be on the order of 2 day= to 3 months. Since weather,
seasons and hane usage all influence indoor radon/thoran levels, these shorter
measurements may not fully characterize. the anmual average but should be
adequate to serve as “f:.nd.mg tools." Also, many hanes may have elevated
levels of naturally occurring radon that are not associated with the presence
of thorium mill tailings on the property. For these reasans, ‘an elevated
reading of indoor radom/thoron will not trigger a cleamup action unless
ccxrbmed with soil sampling data that exceeds the soil concentration criterion
andconflmsthepmenceofthonmnu.lltallmgs .

Dlscussedbelcware themtena tlatmllbeuseddxnngmedlscoveryand
charactern.zatlan phas&s of t.he response act:.on' B

- Soil st:anda:ds formﬂ.l ta:.l:.ngs of . the typepresent at theRes:LdentJ.al
Areasarefotmdm4OCER192 "Health and. Prote&:tlon
Standards for lh:ammtand'monunM:.ll Tailings, " andat Sectioh
332.150(b) of the Illinois Administrative Code. None of“the standards

. .are. appllczble to the R&BJ.dem:J.al Areas,. but "f_," ic

~ appropriate. ' Because the State stan&axﬁ is more "SErings

.- Federal standard (by- spec:.fy:ng that. the-'cmc';mtiatimi"
soil), .the State regulation is considered” as the ARAR

The State regulation at Section 332 150(b) of the Illmo:.s
Administrative Code spec:.flae that the 11censed s:.te shall be

. 4
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decontaminated to the following limits prior to temmination of the
license:

"Cancentrations of radianuclides in soil abovebackground
concentraticns for total radium, averaged over areas 100 square
reters, shall not exxceed: -

A) 5 picocuries per gram of dry soil, averaged over the flrst 15
_cent::meters below the surface, and

B) - 15 picocuries per gram of dry SOll averaged over layers of 15 |
centimeters thickness more than 15 centimeters below the surface."

192.12(a). When the federal standards in 40 CER 192 were developed over
a decade ago, the 5 picocuries per gram (pCi/9) st:andardwasahealth
based standard, but the 15 pC:L/g standard for subsurface soil was
technology based, reflectmg instrument limitaticns inc ‘locating
subsurface depogits. The 15 pc.1/g limit is not a health-based standard,
. and should not be applled to situations in which &' ‘health-based 'staridard
- is appropriate, or to s:.tuatmns that differ substantlv_ely from -those
for wh:l.ch 1twasdenved - : o LR

in ‘locating discrete cacha of high act:.v:_.ﬁ
1000 pCi/g) - that were de_posited in-subsi¥fac
- at; nearby prcpertia, THe ‘doil i

terms of an average over_an a.téa ofﬁloo. ’ :
-will not be conducted during dlscovery ami»characten.mtlm .
approach is conservative and should minimize the chances:of not - -
identifying contamination during the discovery and’ dnractenmtlm"-.-’f
surveys.




O property will be an md:.catlon of pos‘s

Therefore,

The Discovery and Characterization Criterion for outdoor soil
concentrations will be exceedance of 5 picocuries per gram total
radium (radium-226 plus radium-228), dry soil, above background in
any 15 centimeter depth based upon Sectiom 332.150(b) of the
Illinois Administrative Code. )

Outdoor Gamma Exposure Ratesg

Section 332.150 (b) (2) of the Illinois Administrative Code, "Termination
of Source Material Milling Facility License," deals with a site licensed

. by IDNS that is to be decontaminated for, license termination. It states

that the licensed site shall be decontafminated to the following limits
prior to termination of the license:

"The level of gamma radiation measured at a distance of 100
centimeters fram the surface shall not exceed background.”

This regulation applies only to a licensed site, but the requlremants
are relevant to the Residential Areas since the intent of the standards

 is to limit publlc exposure fram s1te relat;ed radicactive materials.

The vanablllty and distribution of natu:cally-occum.ng radiocactive
materials results :Lnarangeof nommal background levels, even within a
smll reg:.onsuchasafewrm.le radius around West Chicago. . In part,

this originates from variable geological comstituents and in ‘part frem
humen actions (such as phosphate fertilization which can.a,dd;a,dda.tlonal
radium to the soil). Ccmsequmtly, there is not a smg- nimber that

S y, »v4

While not rep::&sem:ed by' a s:.ngie rnmber S g

in and of :u:self triggezs cleanup " Hom ‘,,;IU.S EPA
measurements of mtdmrgannaa@osureraEeasa 1
locate t:hose areas that are statlsucall

fcund to. }pe”

ﬁu rq&m, o PR a6

contann.natlm.

tallmgs
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Because the background gamma standard will be used extensively as a
"finding tool" and not as a strict criterion, ewposure rates may be

measured at varying heights from the ground surface (typically, 0 to 1
meter), depending on detection sensitivities, practlcallt:y, and ot:ner

conchtlons encountered in the field.

'Ihérefone,

The Discovery and Characterization Criterion for outdoor gamma
exposure rate will be the statistical exceedance of background
based upon the Illinois Administrative Code, Section

332.150(b) (2).

L J Indoor Gamma Exposure Rates

The only prmulgated standard that spec:.flca.lly deals with indoor gamma .
exposure rate is 40 CFR 192.12(b)(2), which states that the dojective of

rared:l.al action shall be that

"In amy occup:.ed or hab:Ltable bun.ldmg .The level of gamra
radlatmnsl'lallnotex::eedthebadcgmmdlevelbymrethanzo

m:.croroentgens per hour. '

Gamra ray exposuxe to 20° mlcroroentgens per hour for. a- substant::.al
' - could mult‘ in'an annual O ‘gexceed:ng 100 :

5400 5 andNRC Reguletory iean .
AsReasonably Ach:.evable) i de; an - -

e ” » L ~ m " e " . L
limit publ:.c exposure to site- related rad:.oactlve TrELte a¥:
 periods of occupancy are higher J.ndoors ‘than - out:doors. S

PREEIEEL S .
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As with ocutdoor gamma exposure rate, normal backgroum values for indoor
gamma exposure rate will fall within a range and in a fairly predictable
statistical pattern; background is not a single value and must be
treated statistically. In addition, different building materials (such
as bricks, concrete blocks and granite hearths) that contain naturally
occurring Iadlologlcal materials could cause elevated indoor gamma
readings that are unrelated to thorium mill tailings. For these
reasons, U.S. EPA will use measurements of indoor ganmma exposure rate as
a "finding tool" to locate contaminated areas that may be below or
alongside the foundations of buildings. Elevated indoor gamma readings
alone generally will not trigger a cleamup action unless cambined with
'soil sampling data that exceeds the soil concentration criterion and
confirmms the presence of thorium mill tailings.:

Therefore,

The Discovery and Characterization Criterion for indoor gamma
exposure rate will be the statistical exceedance of background,
based upon the Illinois Adnd.m.strative Code, Sectiqn - _
332.150() (2) .«

As with cutdoor ganma exposure tate, a statlstlcal nethod w111 be
applled to both &stabllsh backgmxx:'l and what: 1s d:.st;mctly above
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alongside the foundation of a building. However, because of different
half lives in the thoron decay series, and. depending on the location of
the tailings, not every contaminated property will show elevated levels
of thoron.

. Due to the need for expedltlcus surveillance, measuratents dur:.ng ‘the
discovery and characterization phases will occur over a shorter time
frame than the anmal average (or- equivalent) associated with the
-wording of the relevant and appropriate requirement. In order to not
unduly delay assessments, discovery and characterization measurement
penodsnaybemtheorderondays to 3 months. Smceweather,
seasons and hame usage all influence indoor radcm/thorm levels, these
shorter measurements may not fully cha.ra.ctenze the annual average but
should be adequate to serve as- "f:.ndmg tools. -

use neasurarents of mdoor radcn/ttmmn decay pmdu'
"fmd:.ng tool" to help locate contanu.nated areas:
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"In addltlon to camplying with the requlrarents set forth in thlS
Part, every reascnable effort should be made to maintain radiation
exposures, and releases of radicactive materials in effluents to
unrestricted areas, as low as is reasonably achievable. The term
'as low as is reasanably achievable' means as low as is reasonably
achievable taking into account the state of technology, and the
econamics of imprevements in relatlon to benefits to the public
health and safety, and other societal and socioceconamic
considerations, and in relation to the utilization of ionizing

radiatiaon 1n the public interest."
' The NRC regulations at 10 CFR 20 contain similar language.

As a result, during dlscovery and chara(:terlzatlon, the follomng ALARA
approach will be used for the Residential Areas site:

Every. reasonable effort should be made to maintain radiation
exposures, and the amount of radicactive materials in unrestricted
areas, to levels that are as low as is reascmably achievable.

VERIFIC'ATIQI PHBSE

Once a prcperl:y hag been dmlgnated for a removal act:.on, the ‘success of the
cperation must be verified during z2nd at the campletion of the removal action.
During the verification phase, propertles will be surveyed and ‘sampled to
ensuré that cleanup to 1evels protective of human health and the eriv1ment

has been achleved

As indicated below, same of the verification criteria will be applled durmg

and immediately follow:mg the removal action, with surveys and safples .
the

6 ,g:ocavatlon is backf:Llled w:.th clean rra_terlal Scme
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‘Outdoor Gamma Exposure Rates

During clearup of a property, as during the discovery and
characterization phases, ocutdoor gamma exposure rates will be used as a
"finding tool" to help determine where additional excavation may be-
needed. The main criterion to determine when excavation can cease,
however, is the outdoor soil concentraticn crltermn.

However Secticn 332.150(b) (2) of the Illinois Administrative Code

- (which requires that, prior to temmination of the license, the licensed
site be decontaminated so that "The level of gamma radiation measured at

a distance of 100 centimeters fram the surface shall not exceed

background") is relevant to the Residential Areas, aud is appropriate

for application at the campletion of a cleamup action at a property.

Therefore,

The Verification Criterion for this parameter will be cutdoor
gamma exposure rates that do not statistically exceed background
at a distance of 100 centimeters fram the surface, based upon the
Illinois Administrative Code Secticm 332.150(b) (2)..

Outdoor ganma exposure rate surveys to venfy that this criterion has
been met will be conducted after backfilling. A i ;tJ.st:Lcal method will
beapplledtoboﬂlestabllshbadcgro\xxiandmat ’ ing

backgrmmd

For prcpe.rties that require cleamp and that _wexe ound
' discovery and characterization, to have eleva’" 5d - 16vels o

~“exposure ‘rate due to thorium mill tailings c&itami _bf‘" ¢
property,, indoor gamm exposure rate.surveys will bk
- clearup action as a’ "finding tool" to help detarm
excavatlcn is necssary .

For propert:.a that requ:.re cleamp but for
gane readmgs wene found du.r:.ng .

For propert:.&s that requlre cleanup and that we:r:e found durmg
discovery and d:aractenmtlon, to have elevated levels of indoor
radon/thoron decay product concentrations due to thorium mill tailings
contamination on the property, additional surveys will be conducted at
the campletion of the cleamup action to determ:.ne if the followmg
verlflcatmn criterion has been met:

L,
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In any occupied or habitable building, the abjective of remedial -
action shall be, and reascnable effort shall be made to achieve, .

- an aammal average (or equivalent) cambined radon and thoron decay
product concentration (including background) not to exceed 0.02
WL. In any case, the cambined radon and thoron decay product
concentration (including background) shall not exr.:eed 0.03 WL.
(Basedon4OCFR192 12(b)(1) ) _

For properties that require cleamup, but for w'h:Lch no elevated indoor
radon/thoron decay product concentrations due to thorium mill tailings
were found during discovery and characterization,. indoor radon/thoron

testing will not be required during the verification phase.

L "Ag Low As Reasomably Achievable® gmi

- In addition to meeting the verification criteria described above, the
followmg ALARA approach will be used during cleanup actions:

Every reascnable effort should be made to maintain radiation
exposures, and the amount of radiocactive materials in unrestricted
areas, to levels that are as low as is reasomably achievable.

. RELEASE CRTTERTA

In addition to the above criteria for discovery, characterization and
verification, it will be necessary throughout the project to release equipment
fram work sites and it may be necessary to assess whether meiterials or -
surfdces are suitable for unrestricted use. Requirements for such situations
are found in the Illinois Administrative Code, Section 340, Appendix C(a);
these requirements are relevant and apprcpr:.ate for use at ‘the Residential
Areas. Similar requirements also are found in the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

- Cammission's Regulatory Guide 1.86, Table 1; these guidslines ‘are not ARARS
(since only pramlgated requlations can be ARARS), but the U.S. EPA does
cons:.der than to be 'IBCs

Bothsetsofreqturemem:saneshawnbelcw Smcetherequlratentsaresetup
with d::.ffer:.ng um.t:s t'he most restrictive part for a given situation would be

used

. k'-‘[._‘.y; .
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o Illinois Administrative Code, Section 340, Appendix C(a)
DECONTAMINATION GUIDES

a) Surface Contamindtion Guide

Al _Ehti.tters _ .
Removable : 15  pCi per 100 ar = average
: v 33 dom per 100 orf over any
: : cane surface
45  pCi‘per 100 cnr = maxdmum
100 dpm per 100 ar
Total - _ pC1 per 100 ar = average
(Eixed) . o '1000dpnper100cm'_ over any
ane surface
2,250 pCi per 100 cnf - maxdmum

5,000 Gpm per 100 ar®

-0.25 MRem per hour at.1 am |
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e U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Camnission, Regulatory Guide 1.86, Table 1
TABRLE 1

ACCEPTABLE SURFACE CONTAMINATION LEVELS

NUCLIDE ® AVERAGE & MAXTMM - bd _ REMOVABLE "*
U-nat, "U-235, U-238, 5,000 dpm a 15,000 dpm o 1,000 dpm o
and associated decay per 100 art per 100 ar per 100 crr
products

 Transuranics, Ra-226, - 100 dpm 300 dpm 20 dom
Ra-228, Th-230, Th-228, per 100 ar per 100 arf ~ per 100 ar
Pa-231, Ac-227, I-125, .
I-129
Th-nat, Th-232, Sr-90, 1000 dpm 3000 dpm . 200 dgm

- Ra-223, Ra-224, U-232, . per 100 ar- = per 100 cm' ., per 100 ar
I-126, I-131, I-133 | -
Beta-gamma emitters 5000 dgm 8-y - 15,000 dgm 8-y 1000 dpm B-y
(nuclides with decay - perlOO art per 100 arf . per100 art

medes other than alpha

- emission or spontanecus . . .. L
fission) except Sr-90 : :
and others noted above

'-_ramvable'cdmanunatlm on ‘cbjects: of less&
. pertinent levels sho.:ldbereduced ‘
-should be.wiped: = - ...
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Criteria Not Chosen for Discovery, Characterizatiom or Verification

Ciscussed below are other parameters and their associated regulaticns and
standards that were reviewed by U.S. EPA to determine whether they were ARARsS
and should be used as discovery, characterization and/or verification
criteria. None of these standards is appllca.ble to the removal action and, as
~mla1ned below, none is relevant: and apprcpriate.

L] OutdoOr Radon Cancentrations

Outdoor radon .(radon-222>) and thoron (radon-220) are regulated in
Section 332.170(b) of the Illinois Adnﬁ.n,istrative Code:

"During the operating llfe and facility decamissioning, the
carbined concentration of radon and thoron at’ the boundary-of the
licensed site, measured at’ a height of onem;eg frémithe ‘surface,

averaged anmually, shall not exceed three picocuries per liter
above the badcgmlmd concentzat:lon ac the llcensed su:e,

llcensed site. ‘Therefore, the U.S. EPA ccns:.ders
relevant to the Res:.dentlal Areas

' _‘Ihe emission of radon - (raden.ﬂ222) -and - the '
regulated-in Section 332.170(c) of the Illmo:.s Adm:mstra :we Code,j_"
which states: L
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"The disposal area shall be designed so that after reclamaticn and
stabilization, the anmal total radon release rate through the
cover fram the byproduct material shall not exceed two picocuries

per square meter per second."

This regulation only applies to the disposal area at a licensed _
facility, but the intent of the requlation is to control the total radon.
- emission to the enviromment and to protect the general populatiaon.

However, Section 332.240(a) of the Illincis Administrative Code states:

"Monitoring for total radon after installation of an appropriately
designed cover is not required. Tptal radon emissions fram cover
material shall be estimated as part of developing a closure plan.”

-Since it appears that the State never intended that actual measurements
-be made to show canpliance with the regulation, the U.S. EPA does not .
consider this regulation to be relevant and appropriate for use at the
Residential Areas. In additiom, . there are other, practical reasons why
measurements of radon and thoron emissions fram soil would not be an
appropriate indicator of contaminants. At the Residential Areas, thoron
is the daminant radon isotope of concern. If thoron is produced at a
depth of more than a few inches below the ground surface, it will ,
radicactively decay to a solid element and cease moving through the soil
‘before reaching the surface. Soil sampling, on the other hand, will
find contaminants at much greater depth, as would gamma exposure rate
measurerents which penetrate soil depths on the order of several feet.
Cansequently, measurements for radon and thoron emission rates will not .
be conducted during this response action. _ :

i.DosesintheGa:eralmvirormmt

Thorium-related doses in the general environment are regulatedm 40 CFR
192.41(d), which states: ' ' B e R

N

"Operatians...shall be conducted in such a mamner as ‘to provide
reasconable ‘assurance that the anmial dose equivalent dogs not .
exceed 25 millirems to the whole body, 75 millirems: o-the > -
thytoid, and 25 millirems to any other organ of any mefmber of the
public as a result of exposures to the plammed discharge of. . - *
radicactive materials, radon-220 and its daughters excepted, to

"At all times, concentrations of radi icactive nat:e:r:lal!.‘\k
' general enviromment in groundwater, surfage Water, dir,

other means shall ot result in a camitted effective’ dose in.

excess of 25 millirem (0.25 mSv) to the whole body, and a

Srae
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- cammitted dose equivalent in excess of 75 millirs=m (0.75 mSv) to
the thyroid, and 25 millirem (0.25 mSv) to any cther organ of-any
- marber of the public.”

* mSv designates milliSieverts, a dose unit equal to 100 millirem.

Neither of the above regulations is applicable to the Residential Areas,
- but the U.S. EPA cansiders both to be relevant.

‘Even th'cugh the dose requirements of 40 CFR 192.41(d) and Section
.332.170(a) of the Illinois Administrative Code are relevant to the
Residential Areas, there are practical reasans why performing dose
assessment calculations will not aid in‘the identificaction of
‘contaminated properties not otherwise detected by the other dlscovery
criteria. An operational assumption for this. response action is that
where site parameters such as indoor or outdoor gamma exposu.re rate,
outdoor s0il cancentrations, cr indoor radon and thoron are elevated,

. dose is elevated propon:lonally Therefore, having specific dose
calculations is not appropriate as-it will not provide useful -
information not already provided by other parameters. Consequently, no
separate dose assessment calculat:.ons will be required for th:Ls response.

action.
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